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ABSTRACT

As group- and team-based employment structures increase in popularity, it is important to
understand the factors that promote or inhibit the transfer of knowledge or information between
employees. Given that knowledge transfer processes often occur as a result of requests for
knowledge or information from information targets by information seekers, this dissertation
focused on a specific form of information-seeking behaviors – coworker nosiness – and the
process through which perceptions of coworker nosiness result in knowledge sharing and
knowledge hiding behaviors. Perceived coworker nosiness refers to behaviors judged by
information targets as high-frequency information-seeking behaviors that are meant to gather
information that is overly personal in nature and/or irrelevant to information seekers’ abilities to
carry out their jobs effectively. Although affective trust was hypothesized to mediate
relationships between coworker nosiness and both knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding,
results across two studies – one using an experimental methodology and the other using a timelagged survey design – found that higher levels of cognitive trust felt toward information targets
rather than affective trust resulted in more knowledge sharing and less knowledge hiding.
Additional analyses were conducted to consider alternative explanations and examine
relationships with other relevant constructs. Discussions of the strengths and limitations of both
studies as well as the practical implications and future research directions are provided.
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INTRODUCTION
Today’s organizations are becoming increasingly interdependent, due in large part to the
trend toward structuring employees within groups or teams (McGrath, Arrow, & Berdahl, 2000;
Salas, Rosen, Burke, & Goodwin, 2009; Sundstrom, McIntyre, Halfhill, & Richards, 2000).
More now than ever before, the ability of employees to perform their jobs successfully is
contingent on the exchange of valuable information between coworkers (Mathieu, Hollenbeck,
van Knippenberg, & Ilgen, 2017). As a result, the need for unimpeded streams of knowledge
between coworkers is paramount across practically all workplaces. To maximize the
effectiveness of knowledge flow in organizations, researchers are focusing considerable attention
on factors that promote and inhibit knowledge transfer between employees and work units.
Although knowledge can be shared in many ways, the knowledge sharing process is commonly
initiated through direct inquiry – one employee (i.e., the information seeker) requesting
information by posing a question through verbal or written communication directly to another
individual or party (i.e., the information target; Gallagher & Sias, 2009). Despite the prevalence
of direct inquiry amongst employees, the literature on employee information-seeking behavior is
rather fragmented (Morrison, 2002).
Employee information seeking refers to a process by which employees attempt to gather
information from others or their work environments through direct tactics such as direct inquiry
or indirect tactics such as observation and surveillance. Despite the breadth of this concept, much
of the information-seeking literature has examined the information-seeking behaviors of
organizational newcomers (Morrison, 2002). Specifically, the literature on proactive
socialization and newcomer information seeking postulates that the uncertainty associated with
beginning a new position is accompanied by high levels of uncertainty, and that organizational
1

newcomers often take an active role in the socialization process by seeking out information to
reduce any looming uncertainty (Bauer & Green, 1998; Major & Kozlowski, 1997; Miller &
Jablin, 1991). Beyond organizational entry, research on employee information seeking is
noticeably less developed, with studies mainly focusing on two distinct forms of informationseeking behavior: feedback seeking and help seeking. In fact, some researchers have argued that
information seeking is more prevalent for those at early stages of employment, which implies
that more experienced employees do not frequently pose questions to their coworkers. However,
this is not necessarily true. While the type of questions that newcomers ask may differ from
those asked by experienced employees, the need for information and thus the requests for
information from coworkers are likely to persist.
Following the logic that employees at all stages of employment pose questions to their
coworkers in order to obtain useful, uncertainty-reducing information, an important question to
consider is: “How do employees interpret and respond to requests for information from their
coworkers?” The obvious answer to this question is that employees respond by providing their
fellow coworkers with the requested information. After all, research tends to find positive
relationships between help-seeking behaviors and receiving help (Nadler, 1986; Nadler, 1991) as
well as between feedback-seeking behaviors and receiving actual feedback (Madzar, 1995).
However, the relationship between information-seeking behaviors and knowledge provision (i.e.,
knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding) is likely impacted by the perceived motives
underlying the request(s) for information. When information-seeking behaviors are perceived to
have clear motives for gathering job-related knowledge, information targets are likely to respond
favorably to requests for information. However, when information seekers frequently request
information that is not closely related to their jobs such as information about others at work,
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information targets may question the motives driving these information requests, which can
ultimately influence their decisions to share or hide information from their coworkers. In this
dissertation, I describe such information requests as coworker nosiness. Accordingly, I define
coworker nosiness as frequent behavior aimed at soliciting personal and/or non-job-related
information from others at work.
Although some studies have considered the knowledge provision process at the employee
level (see Witherspoon, Bergner, Cockrell, & Stone, 2013), such research is relatively limited in
comparison to that which examines knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding processes that are
shared amongst employees within the same work unit (Connelly & Kelloway, 2003; Tohidinia &
Mosakhani, 2010; Witherspoon et al., 2013). Hence, there is a need for research to consider
factors such as employee behavior, personality, and interpersonal factors to provide a more
holistic understanding of the antecedent conditions of knowledge provision. In this dissertation, I
examine the relationship between coworker nosiness and knowledge provision (knowledge
sharing/hiding), the role of affective trust as a mediator of that relationship, and the moderating
roles of competitive psychological climate, interpersonal liking, agreeableness, and hostile
attribution bias on the relationship between nosiness and trust. The present dissertation aims to
contribute to the information-seeking and knowledge provision literatures in several ways. First,
given the predominant focus of information-seeking research on organizational newcomers, this
dissertation answers Morrison’s (2002) call to consider the information-seeking behaviors of
experienced employees. Second, not only does this dissertation consider perceived coworker
nosiness as a predictor of knowledge provision outcomes, it relies on theory of interpersonal trust
to explain how perceptions of coworker nosiness predict knowledge provision through feelings
of affective trust. Third, this dissertation considers individual, interpersonal, and contextual
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factors that act as boundary conditions for the relationship between perceived coworker nosiness
and affective trust. By exploring these boundary conditions, this research addresses the
circumstances under which coworker nosiness is most likely to result in decreased affective trust
and, ultimately, decreased knowledge sharing and increased knowledge hiding.
Before presenting specific hypotheses, I first define perceived coworker nosiness and
explain the hypothesized relationships between coworker nosiness and both knowledge sharing
and knowledge hiding. Next, after introducing the literature on interpersonal trust, I present
additional hypotheses that situate affective trust as a mediator between coworker nosiness and
knowledge provision outcomes. Afterward, I integrate the four moderators (i.e., competitive
psychological climate, interpersonal trust, agreeableness, and hostile attribution bias) into the
proposed model. Lastly, I outline the method and analytical strategies that I used across two
different studies when testing each of these hypotheses.

4

PERCEIVED NOSINESS AND KNOWLEDGE PROVISION
To date, very little research within and outside of the organizational sciences has
examined why individuals attribute the behavior of others as nosy. Dave and Dodds (2012)
described nosiness as an indiscriminate interest in the actions of others, which is in stark contrast
to altruistic motives that are borne out of a genuine concern for the well-being of others. When
summarizing participants’ open-ended responses collected through a qualitative study about the
problems associated with asking women questions about their fertility issues, Bute (2009) stated
that “explicit questions from non-intimate others were interpreted as particularly invasive” (p.
759). In fact, one of the participants described a situation wherein a coworker asked her about
her problems conceiving a child and she stated: “He was real direct about it. And as I said, I
thought really nosy” (p. 759). Along similar lines, Johnson and Indvik (2000) described
workplace busybodies as employees that overextend themselves by becoming too involved in the
affairs of their fellow employees. Interestingly, nosy behavior is not restricted to lower-level
employees, as Sutton (2010) described nosy leaders as those who ask questions of little to no
relevance which are viewed by followers as nuisances. The Oxford Dictionary provides a nice
summary of these descriptions of nosy behavior by defining nosiness as “the fact of being too
interested in things that do not involve you, especially other people’s affairs” (OUP, 2020).
Accordingly, I define perceived coworker nosiness as an employee’s belief or subjective
appraisal that a coworker seeks out information that the focal employee considers irrelevant to
the coworker, such as information that is overly personal in nature or information about others’
productivity or performance, and that this coworker performs such information-seeking
behaviors at a higher-than-normal frequency. In this paper, the terms “perceived coworker
nosiness,” “perceptions of coworker nosiness,” and “coworker nosiness” are used
5

interchangeably and in reference to the same concept or notion. The terms “nosy behavior” or
“nosy coworker behavior” refer to the specific information-seeking behaviors performed by an
employee that lead to general perceptions of coworker nosiness. Lastly, the term “nosy
coworker” refers to a fellow employee who is judged to engage in nosy behavior and for which
general perceptions of coworker nosiness have been made. It is worth noting that the focus of
this research is on the individual who is considered nosy rather than specific events or instances
of nosy information-seeking behaviors.
Because perceptions of coworker nosiness result from certain information-seeking
behaviors in the workplace, it is important to understand the degree to which coworker nosiness
affects the transfer of knowledge or information between coworkers. In many cases, knowledge
is power, and thus the decision to share or hide information with others is often made based on
the understanding that the information receiver will not use the information in ways that will
negatively affect the information provider. However, the motives underlying informationseeking behaviors resulting in perceptions of coworker nosiness are unclear to information
seekers due to the fact that nosy coworkers are requesting information that is unrelated to their
jobs and often singularly focused on others at work. As such, perceived coworker nosiness likely
has strong implications regarding decisions to share or hide knowledge from others at work. In
this dissertation, I will focus on two primary outcomes of perceived coworker nosiness:
knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding.
Much of the research on the exchange of information between employees comes from the
knowledge sharing literature, with many researchers using the terms knowledge and information
interchangeably given the little value in differentiating between them (Bartol & Srivastava, 2002;
Huber, 1991; Makhija & Ganesh, 1997). Thus, I will use the terms knowledge and information
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interchangeably in this paper. Knowledge sharing, or an information target’s decision to provide
information seekers with requested information, is perhaps the most obvious response to
information requests. Indeed, knowledge sharing has been positively linked to various
performance-related outcomes (Kim & Yun, 2015; Kwahk & Park, 2016; Lu, Lin, & Leung,
2012; Masa'deh, Obeidat, & Tarhini, 2016; Ziegler, Hagen, & Diehl, 2012). However, given the
extensive collection of studies examining ways to promote knowledge sharing between
employees (Bock, Zmud, Kim, & Lee, 2005; Connelly, Ford, Turel, Gallupe, & Zweig, 2014;
Connelly & Kelloway, 2003; De Vries, Van den Hooff, & de Ridder, 2006; Ghobadi, Campbell,
& Clegg, 2017; Ghobadi & D'Ambra, 2012; He, Baruch, & Lin, 2014; Muller, Spiliopoulou, &
Lenz, 2005; Radaelli, Mura, Spiller, & Lettieri, 2011), it is evident that employees do not
inevitably choose to share knowledge or information whenever it is requested.
Accordingly, Connelly, Zweig, Webster, and Trougakos (2012) contributed to this
discussion by providing researchers with a multi-dimensional measure of knowledge hiding
within organizations. These authors defined knowledge hiding as “an intentional attempt by an
individual to withhold or conceal knowledge that has been requested by another person”
(Connelly et al., 2012, p. 65). Their measure included knowledge hiding tactics such as efforts to
evade sharing knowledge, acting as if one is unknowledgeable of the requested information, and
rationalizing why one is not permitted or otherwise unable to share knowledge. Connelly et al.
(2012) described how such hiding behaviors might involve slight deception, especially for cases
wherein employees act as if they do not know things that they actually do know, or when
employees tell others that they are prohibited from sharing requested information when, in
reality, no such prohibition exists. Thus, the sole intention of knowledge hiding behavior is to
withhold information or knowledge from others.
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It is important to note that knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding are not mutually
exclusive constructs. In other words, an information target can engage in both knowledge sharing
and knowledge hiding by providing some but not all of the requested information to information
seekers (e.g., nosy coworkers). In support of this assertion, Connelly et al. (2012) identified
knowledge sharing as a distinct factor from four other knowledge hiding factors included in their
measure of knowledge hiding. Furthermore, although Connelly et al. (2012) found a significant
negative relationship between knowledge sharing and playing dumb, no significant relationships
were observed between knowledge sharing and the remaining three knowledge hiding factors.
Beyond this study, there is limited empirical evidence demonstrating this relationship given that
many researchers examine either knowledge sharing or knowledge hiding rather than both
constructs simultaneously.
Research finds that information targets are more likely to share critical or relevant
information rather than overly personal and irrelevant information with information seekers
(Hansen, Mors, & Løvås, 2005; Ipe, 2003). This may be due to information targets’
understanding of the purposes for which the requested information will be used. Along similar
lines, information targets are more likely to hide information that is not considered to be relevant
to information seekers. Such irrelevant information might include non-job-related information or
overly personal information about the information target or other individuals. For example,
research finds that people withhold information for the purposes of maintaining privacy (Levine,
Kim, & Hamel, 2010) and when they perceive that they have rightful ownership of the requested
information (Connelly & Zweig, 2015; Connelly et al., 2012; Peng, 2013). Accordingly, with
perceived coworker nosiness defined as the belief that one’s coworker makes frequent requests
for irrelevant information that is typically personal in nature, I expect that perceptions of
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coworker nosiness will negatively predict knowledge sharing and positively predict knowledge
hiding between coworkers.
Hypothesis 1: Coworker nosiness is negatively related to knowledge sharing.
Hypothesis 2: Coworker nosiness is positively related to knowledge hiding.

9

INTERPERSONAL TRUST THEORY AND RESEARCH
Of equal importance to knowing that coworker nosiness predicts knowledge provision is
being able to explain why this relationship exists. To this end, I turn to interpersonal trust theory
to describe the role of trust in the relationship between coworker nosiness and knowledge
provision. When it comes to examining interpersonal interactions and processes, interpersonal
trust is frequently front and center. For example, organizational researchers have considered the
role of trust in perceptions of organizational justice (Bock et al., 2005; Connelly et al., 2014;
Connelly & Kelloway, 2003; De Vries et al., 2006; Ghobadi et al., 2017; Ghobadi & D'Ambra,
2012; He et al., 2014; Muller et al., 2005; Radaelli et al., 2011), leader-follower relationships
(Braun, Peus, Weisweiler, & Frey, 2013; Kim, Wang, & Chen, 2018; Nienaber, Hofeditz, &
Romeike, 2015; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, & Fetter, 1990), and team interactions
(Calefato & Lanubile, 2016; Calefato, Lanubile, & Sportelli, 2013; Mayfield, Tombaugh, & Lee,
2016; McAllister, 1995; Smith et al., 2006). Thus, trust is clearly of supreme importance when it
comes to many social contexts within work environments. Fortunately, there is a strong
theoretical perspective on interpersonal trust that guides much of this research.
A considerable portion of the theoretical work on interpersonal trust comes from the
sociology and social psychology domains. Specifically, Lewis and Weigert (1985) were among
the first researchers to describe trust as being comprised of cognitive, affective, and behavioral
components rather than simply being a passive attribute of interpersonal relationships. The
cognitive component captures the propensity for trust perceptions to change how individuals
interpret their interpersonal relationships and influence the calculations of cost-benefit ratios
associated with various response options. The affective component encompasses the notion that
trust is almost always accompanied by emotional responses ranging from negatively valanced
10

feelings for untrustworthy interaction partners to positively valanced feelings for trustworthy
interaction partners. The behavioral component of trust captures the notion that trust informs
subsequent action. Rarely are researchers interested in predicting trust as the principal outcome
variable of interest. More commonly, researchers rely on trust as an explanatory mechanism
linking various predictors to both affective and behavioral outcomes. In fact, much of the
organizational science research involving trust that was previously cited in this paper takes a
similar approach by considering the mediating role of trust when predicting various work-related
behavioral outcomes.
Furthermore, extant theory and empirical research on trust has identified two distinct trust
constructs: affective trust and cognitive trust. It is important to note that both constructs are
comprised of the affective, cognitive, and behavioral components that were previously described.
That is, both affective and cognitive trust will influence (1) the way trusters feel about trustees
with varying levels of trust, (2) the causal attributions and beliefs that trusters make about
trustees, and (3) trusters’ decisions to display vulnerability to trustees by seeking information or
help from trustees. Affective trust, which is defined as the extent to which a one individual (i.e.,
the truster) is comfortable being vulnerable with another individual (i.e., the trustee; Ackert,
Church, Kuang, & Qi, 2011; Edelman & Larkin, 2014; Grover, 1993, 2005; Jehn & Scott, 2008;
Scott, 2003). Affective trust usually emerges from strong mutual bonds between the truster and
the trustee formed out of reciprocal exchanges of high-value social resources such as loyalty,
respect, and concern (Dunn, Ruedy, & Schweitzer, 2012; Holmes & Rempel, 1989; McAllister,
1995; Rempel, Holmes, & Zanna, 1985). As such, affective trust indicates a level of security that
the emotional and psychological needs of the truster matter and will be tended to by the trustee.
Given that affective trust emerges from the context of strong reciprocal exchanges of social
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resources between two parties, it is reasonable to expect that the feeling of affective trust is
mutual between both parties involved. Buttressing this assertion, several researchers have
conceptualized affective trust as a relational attribute that is shared between both the truster and
the trustee (Cabrera, Collins, & Salgado, 2006; Connelly & Kelloway, 2003; Kulkarni,
Ravindran, & Freeze, 2006). Therefore, when one person feels high levels of affective trust with
another individual, the focal person is likely to perceive that the other individual feels similar
levels of affective trust towards them.
Cognitive trust is the extent to which a truster perceives that the trustee is knowledgeable
of content in a particular area of interest to the degree that the truster is willing to express
vulnerability by seeking help from the trustee (Chua, Ingram, & Morris, 2008; McAllister, 1995;
Rempel et al., 1985). In other words, whereas affective trust reflects the degree to which a truster
feels that a trustee genuinely cares about them on a personal level, cognitive trusts reflects the
degree to which a truster feels that a trustee has competence in relevant knowledge domains.
Cognitive trust, therefore, has little to do with the emotional bond between truster and trustee,
and does not necessarily have high levels of mutuality such that the truster can feel that the
trustee is cognitively trustworthy without the same being true for the trustee.
Existing research points to a moderate positive relationship between affective and
cognitive trust (Dunn et al., 2012; Johnson & Grayson, 2005; Webber, Payne, & Taylor, 2012),
suggesting that these constructs warrant attention in their own right. Supporting this notion,
direct evidence suggests that affective and cognitive trust can have different antecedents while
also exerting differential effects on specific outcomes and, in some cases, predict different
outcomes altogether (Dunn et al., 2012; McAllister, 1995; Webber & Klimoski, 2004). For
example, although Dunn et al. (2012) found that negative emotions mediated relationships
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between upward social comparisons (i.e., a focal individual’s perception that he or she is being
outperformed by others) and both affective and cognitive trust, this indirect effect was
significantly stronger for affective rather than cognitive trust. Additionally, McAllister (1995)
found that affective trust was linked to need-based monitoring and citizenship behavior, whereas
cognitive trust was linked to more control-based monitoring and defensive behavior styles
following an array of behavioral predictors. In all, there is near-perfect consensus among
researchers that interpersonal trust is conceptualized by an affect-focused trust construct and a
cognition-focused trust construct that have distinct patterns of relationships with both
antecedents and outcomes (Barber, 1983; Cook & Wall, 1980; Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; Dunn et al.,
2012; Holmes & Rempel, 1989; Johnson-George & Swap, 1982; Lewis & Weigert, 1985;
McAllister, 1995; Rempel et al., 1985). In this dissertation, I follow this well-supported
theoretical perspective to explain how perceived coworker nosiness results in employees’
decisions to either share or hide knowledge from their colleagues.
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COWORKER NOSINESS AND TRUST
Given that coworker nosiness pertains to perceptions of information-seeking behaviors
performed by one’s coworker that are appraised as frequent requests for predominantly irrelevant
(not job-related) information from others, perceptions of coworker nosiness are more likely to
predict feelings of affective rather than cognitive trust. Specifically, cognitive trust is essentially
the belief in another’s competence and/or credibility in a relevant knowledge domain. Because
perceptions of coworker nosiness are primarily centered around information requests that
information targets perceive to be of practically no relevance to information seekers to be able to
perform their jobs effectively, perceptions of nosiness are less likely to influence feelings of
cognitive trust. On the contrary, requested information that is not closely tied to one’s ability to
carry out one’s job is likely to be negatively associated with affective trust. That is, employees
who observe their coworkers engaging in behavior they consider to be nosy are left unsure of the
motives underlying such requests for personally-irrelevant information. Affective trust is
intimately connected to ambiguity surrounding the perceptions of others’ underlying motives
(Deutsch, 1958; Griffiths, 2014; Kee & Knox, 1970; Sinaceur, 2010). Affective trust is
negatively impacted when observers of coworker nosiness are unsure of whether the nosy actions
of others are self-serving or out of concern for others. In this study, I will focus on affective trust
rather than cognitive trust as the explanatory mechanism linking perceptions of coworker
nosiness to knowledge provision outcomes.
Affective trust is built on a history of interactions that demonstrate that an interaction
partner is genuinely concerned with a focal individual’s overall well-being to the degree that the
interaction partner will behave in ways to benefit the focal individual rather than only serving
personal interests. Information-seeking behaviors that result in perceptions of coworker nosiness
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might include seeking overly personal information from others, such as information about
coworkers’ health conditions, information about others’ social relationships outside of work, and
workplace gossip or drama. Although being authentic is linked to numerous positive outcomes
for employees (Gino, Norton, & Ariely, 2010; Kuntz & Abbott, 2017; Metin, Taris, Peeters, van
Beek, & Van den Bosch, 2016; Van den Bosch & Taris, 2014), the growing literature on
employee authenticity also highlights the social costs perceived by many individuals of bringing
their whole selves to work (Cha et al., 2019). For example, research indicates that members of
certain social groups such as members of the LGBT community may try to pass as a member of a
higher status group of heterosexuals (Ng, Schweitzer, & Lyons, 2012). Along similar lines,
workers with disabilities often feel that it is in their best interests to conceal this information
from others in the workplace (Pearson, Ip, Hui, & Yip, 2003; Spirito Dalgin & Bellini, 2008).
These findings indicate that employees perceive that revealing certain personal information to
others at work can be risky. Therefore, holding constant additional factors (e.g., relationship
characteristics, individual differences, contextual attributes), the actions of a coworker that is
characterized by an indiscriminate interest in someone, especially in their personal lives outside
of work, can result in perceptions that the focal individual is seeking to gather information that
can ultimately be used against the person who is the subject of the information. Given the level
of ambiguity surrounding these forms of nosy behavior, information targets are likely to feel
lower levels of affective trust for those engaging in these behaviors. Moreover, employees who
engage in workplace gossip often do so to gather information that they can use to against others
in order to advance their own personal agendas. Supporting this notion, a growing body of
research on workplace gossip supports the notion that gossip is largely self-serving by aiding in
the accumulation of social power and influence (Ellwardt, Labianca, & Wittek, 2012; Grosser,
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Kidwell, & Labianca, 2012; Kniffin & Sloan Wilson, 2010; Kurland & Pelled, 2000) and can
also be used as a form of harassment and bullying (Crothers, Lipinski, & Minutolo, 2009;
Ellwardt, Steglich, & Wittek, 2012; Wu, Birtch, Chiang, & Zhang, 2018).
Moreover, social comparison research finds that when facing uncertainty concerning
one’s own performance, individuals resort to using similar others as comparators to provide
clarity of one’s own relative standing in critical performance domains (Buunk & Gibbons, 2007;
Festinger, 1954; Gibbons & Buunk, 1999). Additionally, research finds that low-performing
employees can feel threatened by their high-performing coworkers and, as a result, may attempt
to sabotage or undermine the performance or reputation of their higher-performing colleagues
(Duffy, Ganster, & Pagon, 2002; Duffy, Scott, Shaw, Tepper, & Aquino, 2012; Greenbaum,
Mawritz, & Eissa, 2012; Hershcovis, 2011; Reh, Tröster, & Van Quaquebeke, 2017). Thus,
employees who request information about the coworkers’ productivity or performance may be
uncertain of their job performance in relation to their coworkers and might choose to undermine
others that they consider a threat.
Together, perceptions of coworker nosiness are likely to result in feelings of ambiguity
regarding the motives underlying the information-seeking behavior, which will result in
decreased affective trust felt toward the information seeker (i.e., nosy coworker).
Hypothesis 3: Coworker nosiness is negatively related to affective trust.
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TRUST AND KNOWLEDGE PROVISION
Not only is trust synonymous with the willingness to express vulnerability (Dunn et al.,
2012; Dunn & Schweitzer, 2004; Nienaber et al., 2015; PytlikZillig & Kimbrough, 2016; Yang
& Mossholder, 2010; Yang, Mossholder, & Peng, 2009), it should also be positively related to
behavioral expressions of vulnerability (Lewis & Weigert, 1985). Indeed, researchers in the
organizational sciences have linked trust to vulnerable behaviors such as help-seeking
(Bamberger, 2009; Hofmann, Lei, & Grant, 2009; Ji, Zhou, Li, & Yan, 2015), organizational
citizenship and helping behavior (Lu, 2014; Miao, Newman, & Huang, 2014; Newman, Kiazad,
Miao, & Cooper, 2014), and knowledge sharing (Swift & Hwang, 2013). As affective trust is
characterized by one’s willingness to express emotional vulnerability with others who are
thought to share mutual concern and respect, it is expected that those with high levels of
affective trust will not only feel compelled to share critical, job-related information, but also nonjob-related, personally-irrelevant information with information seekers. On the contrary, not only
will information targets share less information with information seekers for whom they feel low
levels of affective trust, they are also more likely to hide information from the same information
seekers. Indeed, previous empirical research supports a positive relationship between affective
trust and knowledge sharing (Holste & Fields, 2010; Swift & Hwang, 2013). Although I was
unable to identify any research linking affective trust to knowledge hiding, the theory underlying
affective trust suggests that trustworthy interaction partners are likely to be provided with
information regardless of whether it is deemed relevant to the information seeker out of
confidence that the provided information will either not be used against the information provider,
or will be used to benefit the information provider. However, when affective trust is low, no such
confidence exists. Hence, information targets will be wary of information requests as
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untrustworthy interaction partners may use the provided information for self-serving purposes
that may inadvertently or intentionally disadvantage the information provider. Thus, I
hypothesize the following:
Hypothesis 4: Affective trust is positively related to knowledge sharing.
Hypothesis 5: Affective trust is negatively related to knowledge hiding.
Taken together, perceived coworker nosiness is expected to negatively predict knowledge
sharing and positively predict knowledge hiding. This is primarily due to uncertainty concerning
the motives causing the information-seeking behavior of nosy coworkers. Because affective trust
develops between individuals who care for one another and act in ways to promote each other’s
well-being, I maintain that affective trust explains the relationships between coworker nosiness
and knowledge provision outcomes. In particular, the uncertainty associated with perceptions of
coworker nosiness reduces levels of affective trust that observers or targets of nosy behaviors
feel for nosy coworkers and, consequently, affective trust serves as the proximal determinant of
both knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding following interactions with nosy coworkers.
Hence, I maintain that there is an indirect relationship between coworker nosiness and
knowledge sharing as well as an indirect relationship between perceived coworker nosiness and
knowledge hiding through affective trust.
Hypothesis 6: There is a negative indirect effect of coworker nosiness on knowledge
sharing through affective trust.
Hypothesis 7: There is a positive indirect effect of coworker nosiness on knowledge
hiding through affective trust.
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MODERATING EFFECTS
Although perceived coworker nosiness is expected to directly predict feelings of affective
trust, the strength of this relationship is likely to depend on a number of additional factors. Given
that the coworker nosiness construct is relatively new, there are no previous studies that
explicitly consider boundary conditions of the coworker nosiness-affective trust relationship. To
build the nomological network of perceived coworker nosiness and strengthen the explanatory
capability of the study model, I will examine four constructs that are expected to moderate the
relationship between coworker nosiness and affective trust: competitive psychological climate,
interpersonal liking, agreeableness, and hostile attribution bias. These variables were chosen
because prior research has demonstrated that each of them contribute to the attributions people
tend to make about others’ behavior. Together, these variables represent contextual (i.e.,
competitive psychological climate), interpersonal (i.e., interpersonal liking), and individual-level
(i.e., agreeableness, hostile attribution bias) factors that impact the relationship between
coworker nosiness and affective trust. By considering factors across these three levels of
analysis, this disseration is positioned to provide a more extensive investigation of the effects of
coworker nosiness.

Competitive Psychological Climate
Numerous researchers stress the importance of distinguishing organizational climates,
which are shared perceptions among employees concerning enacted policies, practices, and
procedures, from psychological climates (i.e., individual-level perceptions; Ehrhart, Schneider,
& Macey, 2014; Schneider, Ehrhart, & Macey, 2011, 2013). When predicting unit-level
outcomes, it is important that researchers include unit-level predictor variables (e.g.,
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organizational climate) within their study models. When predicting individual-level outcomes
such as employees’ decisions to share or hide information from others, the choice of whether to
include psychological climate or organizational climate measures should be made based on the
theoretical implications of such a decision. Organizational climate, in a sense, can be considered
a more objective measure of an organizational context insomuch as it reflects the average
perception across numerous employees and typically requires a minimum level of consensus
(i.e., rwg(j) ≥ .70) to justify the aggregation of individual-level data to the unit level (Chan, 1998;
LeBreton & Senter, 2008). Psychological climate can be considered a more subjective measure
of organizational context given that it represents only one individual’s perception of a specific
climate construct (e.g., competitiveness). However, researchers have noted that subjective
perceptions, at times, can exert stronger forces on peoples’ thoughts, feelings, and behaviors than
objective reality. For example, results from an empirical study on the effects of organizaitonal
justice on employee depression and anxiety by Spell and Arnold (2007) found that although there
was a significant interactive effect of collective perceptions of distributive and procedural justice
on these outcomes, the individual-level justice perceptions demonstrated noticeably larger effects
on employee depression and anxiety. Furthermore, meta-analytic evidence supports the
examination of psychological climate constructs in relation to individual-level phenomena (see
Parker et al., 2003). Hence, the present research considers the role of psychological climate in
the relationship between coworker nosiness and feelings of affective trust.
A competitive psychological climate is defined as an individual’s perception that his or
her ability to receive desired rewards or outcomes (e.g., developmental opportunities,
promotions, recognition, increased pay) is contingent on his or her own performance in relation
to that of others at work (Brown, Cron, & Slocum Jr, 1998). Employees who perceive that their
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work environments are competitive will make frequent social comparisons with competitors in
order to estimate their likelihood of attaining the desired outcomes. Furthermore, these same
employees will be aware of others’ actions and determine whether such actions threaten their
ability to outperform their competitors. Most importantly, in competitive work environments,
employees are motivated to pursue self-serving interests over the interests of others. In fact, the
growing body of research on intra-organizational competition finds that perceived competitive
work environments can result in negative behavior such as increased social undermining (Reh et
al., 2017), decreased ethical intention and behavior (Hochstein, Zahn, & Bolander, 2017), and
reduced knowledge sharing (Ghobadi et al., 2017; Ghobadi & D'Ambra, 2012; He et al., 2014).
Perceived coworker nosiness is expected to result in decreased feelings of affective trust.
In particular, perceptions of coworker nosiness results in lowered affective trust because of
concerns that the nosy coworker may be acting out of selfish motives and thus may do harm to
the information target. When work environments are competitive, concerns about selfish motives
are heightened, which strengthens the negative relationship between coworker nosiness and
affective trust. It is important to note that a low competitive psychological climate does not
necessarily mean that a work environment is collaborative. In fact, a study on the impact of team
climate on motivation and creativity by Zhu, Gardner, and Chen (2018) found that while there
was a negative and statistically significant relationship between competitive climate and
collaborative climate, this relationship was only moderate in magnitude (r = -.42). This provides
evidence that competitive climate is empirically distinct from collaborative climate rather than
occupying two ends of a continuum. As such, when competitive psychological climate is low,
there is still expected to be a negative relationship between perceived coworker nosiness and
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affective trust; however, this relationship will be weaker relative to when competitive
psychological climate is high.
Hypothesis 8: Competitive psychological climate moderates the relationship between
coworker nosiness and affective trust, such that this negative relationship is stronger
when competitive psychological climate levels are higher.
Hypothesis 9: The indirect effect of coworker nosiness on knowledge sharing through
affective trust is conditional on levels of competitive psychological climate, such that the
indirect effect is stronger when competitive psychological climate is higher.
Hypothesis 10: The indirect effect of coworker nosiness on knowledge hiding through
affective trust is conditional on levels of competitive psychological climate, such that the
indirect effect is stronger when competitive psychological climate is higher.

Interpersonal Liking
Interpersonal liking, which I will also refer to simply as “liking,” is described as an
affinity towards another individual or group of individuals out of a deep, personal interest in the
other party (Wayne & Ferris, 1990). Worded differently, liking is the amount of positive affect
that a focal individual feels toward another party. In the organizational sciences, liking has been
linked to various work-related outcomes such as organizational citizenship behavior (Johnson,
Erez, Kiker, & Motowidlo, 2002; Moideenkutty & Schmidt, 2016), counterproductive work
behavior (Spector & Fox, 2010), mentorship relationships (Eby et al., 2013; Lankau, Riordan, &
Thomas, 2005), and supervisor-subordinate relationships (Dulebohn, Bommer, Liden, Brouer, &
Ferris, 2012; Dulebohn, Wu, & Liao, 2017) just to name a few. Most pertinent to this research is
the propensity of liking to influence causal attributions of behavior. For example, several studies
have found that the amount of liking that raters (e.g., supervisors) feel toward ratees (e.g.,
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subordinates) is positively correlated with performance evaluations (Cardy & Dobbins, 1994;
Cardy & Dobbins, 1986; Sutton, Baldwin, Wood, & Hoffman, 2013). More specifically, Johnson
et al. (2002) determined that when there is high levels of liking, raters tend to attribute ratees’
helping behaviors as more genuine than similar actions made by those with worse reputations
(i.e., less liking). As a result, ratees with good reputations (i.e., higher liking) experienced more
positive reward decisions than ratees with poorer reputations despite engaging in similar helping
behaviors. Similarly, Spector and Fox (2010) proposed that when liking is high, an observer of
the positive behaviors of another individual are more likely to be attributed to internal causes that
are under the individual’s control and negative actions are more likely to be attributed to external
causes that are largely out of the individual’s control.
The negative relationship between perceived coworker nosiness and affective trust is due
primarily to uncertainty regarding the motives underlying the nosy behavior. However,
information targets are less likely to attribute malicious motives to nosy coworker behavior when
the information targets likes the nosy coworker. Accordingly, liking is expected to moderate the
relationship between perceptions of coworker nosiness and affective trust. On the one hand,
when liking for the nosy coworker is low, there is a great deal of uncertainty regarding the
motives underscoring the nosy behavior. As a result, there is a relatively strong negative
relationship between nosy coworker behavior and affective trust when liking is low. On the other
hand, when liking for the nosy coworker is high, information targets are more likely to perceive
that the nosy behavior is due to instrumental motives that are not necessarily malicious in nature.
However, there is an inherent amount of uncertainty associated with nosy behavior given that the
requested information does not appear to be relevant to the information seeker. As such, liking is
expected to reduce this uncertainty rather than eliminate it outright. Taken together, interpersonal
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liking moderates the strength but not the direction of the relationship between perceived
coworker nosiness and affective trust.
Hypothesis 11: Interpersonal liking moderates the negative relationship between
coworker nosiness and affective trust, such that this negative relationship is weaker when
interpersonal liking levels are high and stronger when interpersonal liking levels are
low.
Hypothesis 12: The indirect effect of coworker nosiness on knowledge sharing through
affective trust is conditional on levels of interpersonal liking, such that the indirect effect
is weaker when interpersonal liking is high.
Hypothesis 13: The indirect effect of coworker nosiness on knowledge hiding through
affective trust is conditional on levels of interpersonal liking, such that the indirect effect
is weaker when interpersonal liking is high.

Agreeableness
Agreeableness is a personality trait within the five-factor model of personality that is
primarily interpersonal in nature and concerns the degree to which individuals are considerate,
empathetic, and avoid conflict with others. Accordingly, on average, individuals with high levels
of agreeableness will demonstrate consideration, empathy, and strive to maintain interpersonal
harmony to a much greater degree in comparison to individuals with lower levels of the trait.
Supporting this description, numerous studies find that agreeableness is associated with reduced
conflict at work (Graziano, Jensen-Campbell, & Hair, 1996; Jensen‐Campbell, Gleason, Adams,
& Malcolm, 2003; Jensen‐Campbell & Graziano, 2001) as well as lower likelihood of engaging
in interpersonally-directed forms of counterproductive work behaviors (Berry, Ones, & Sackett,
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2007). Therefore, agreeableness is expected to play a role in predicting feelings of affective trust
as well as predicting knowledge provision outcomes.
Numerous researchers maintain that agreeable people often see the best in others
(Piedmont, 1998; Wang, 2014; Whelan & Davies, 2006). These and similar assertions indicate
that agreeable individuals tend to ascribe positive attributions to the behavior of other
individuals. Graziano et al. (1996) provided direct evidence supporting this notion. In particular,
these researchers argued that the tendency for agreeable individuals to maintain harmony and
positive interactions with others, are facilitated by the tendency for agreeable people to “generate
positive perceptions and attributions to otherwise-provocative behavior” (Graziano et al., 1996,
p. 832). An example of such provocative behavior is coworker nosiness. Specifically, nosy
coworker behavior can be indicative of self-serving motives that encourage nosy coworkers to
undermine the positive reputation and successful performance of the targets of their nosy
behavior. However, when observers of coworker nosiness are highly agreeable, they may be less
likely to see the potential for personal harm associated with the nosy behavior. Furthermore,
when observers of nosiness form fewer attributions of negative or malicious motives of their
nosy coworkers, they will feel greater levels of affective trust towards these nosy coworkers.
Contrarily, when agreeableness is low, observers of coworker nosiness will form more negative
attributions, which will ultimately result in decreased levels of affective trust. Hence, similar to
liking, the negative relationship between perceived coworker nosiness and affective trust will be
weaker when agreeableness is high and stronger when agreeableness is low.
Hypothesis 14: Agreeableness moderates the relationship between coworker nosiness
and affective trust, such that this negative relationship is weaker agreeableness levels are
high and stronger when agreeableness levels are low.
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Hypothesis 15: The indirect effect of coworker nosiness on knowledge sharing through
affective trust is conditional on levels of agreeableness, such that the indirect effect is
weaker when agreeableness is high.
Hypothesis 16: The indirect effect of coworker nosiness on knowledge hiding through
affective trust is conditional on levels of agreeableness, such that the indirect effect is
weaker when agreeableness is high.

Hostile Attribution Bias
Hostile attribution bias is an individual difference characterized by the tendency for an
individual to attribute hostile motives to the behavior of other individuals (Adams & John, 1997).
In work contexts, hostile attribution bias has been linked to numerous counterproductive work
behaviors such as incivility (Wu, Zhang, Chiu, Kwan, & He, 2014; Zhou, Yan, Che, & Meier,
2015) and abusive supervision (Hoobler & Brass, 2006; Lyu, Zhu, Zhong, & Hu, 2016). A
commonly mentioned reason for these relationships is that those with high levels of hostile
attribution bias feel that others’ actions directed toward them are caused by malicious motives,
and this initiates the reciprocal exchange of negative actions directed toward the perceived
instigator (Sohn, Rhee, & Shin, 2016; Wei & Si, 2013; Wu et al., 2014). In the present
dissertation, I maintain that hostile attribution bias influences the relationship between coworker
nosiness and affective trust.
As noted previously, the motives underscoring nosy coworker behavior are rather
ambiguous to observers of coworker nosiness. That is, observers of nosiness are likely uncertain
of whether nosy behavior is chiefly for the purpose of obtaining desired information, or whether
the information will be used against them. Whereas agreeableness and liking are expected to
reduce attributions of negative motives, hostile attribution bias is expected to have the opposite
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effect. In particular, when observing nosy behavior, those with high levels of hostile attribution
bias are more likely to attribute negative (e.g., hostile, malicious) motives to the corresponding
behavior. Hence, those with high levels of hostile attribution bias will feel lower levels of
uncertainty concerning the motives behind nosy coworker behavior chiefly because they attribute
hostile motives as the underlying cause of the nosy behavior. These perceptions of hostile
intentions will result in reduced feelings of affective trust for the nosy coworker. When hostile
attribution bias is low, there is still a negative relationship between coworker nosiness and
affective trust. However, this relationship is considerably weaker given that there is increased
uncertainty concerning whether hostile or neutrally-valanced motives explain the nosy behavior.
Taken together, hostile attribution bias will exert a moderating effect that is similar to the
previously hypothesized effect of competitive psychological climate. In particular, I propose that
there is a negative relationship between coworker nosiness and affective trust at both high and
low levels of hostile attribution bias; however, this negative relationship is stronger when hostile
attribution bias is high compared to when hostile attribution bias is low.
Hypothesis 17: Hostile attribution bias moderates the relationship between coworker
nosiness and affective trust, such that this negative relationship is stronger when hostile
attribution bias levels are high and weaker when hostile attribution bias levels are low.
Hypothesis 18: The indirect effect of coworker nosiness on knowledge sharing through
affective trust is conditional on levels of hostile attribution bias, such that the indirect
effect is stronger when hostile attribution bias is high.
Hypothesis 19: The indirect effect of coworker nosiness on knowledge hiding through
affective trust is conditional on levels of hostile attribution bias, such that the indirect
effect is stronger when hostile attribution bias is high.
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See Figure 1 for an illustration of the hypothesized relationships among variables.

Figure 1: Depiction of integrated study model.
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PRELIMINARY RESEARCH: PERCEIVED COWORKER NOSINESS
SCALE DEVELOPMENT
To my knowledge, there are no established measures of coworker nosiness or nosiness in
general. Therefore, leading up to this dissertation, a colleague and I conducted a series of studies
that were aimed at defining and constructing a tool to measure perceptions of coworker nosiness
(Currie & Holden, 2020). In the first study, we asked 384 employed undergraduate students
several questions about coworker nosiness. Specifically, two questions were about how they
define nosiness in workplace contexts, two questions were about the behavioral manifestations of
nosiness at work, and two questions were about their affective responses to nosiness in the
workplace. Using their responses, we created a protocol and trained a team of six research
assistants to conduct qualitative coding on participants’ open-ended responses. After reviewing
the numerous themes extracted by the trained research assistants, my colleague and I generated
40 items to capture perceptions of coworker nosiness.
In a second study, we administered these items to a new sample of 101 working adults
via a snowball sampling strategy that was initiated on prominent social media platforms (i.e.,
Facebook, LinkedIn). We used exploratory factor analysis through principal axis factoring with
oblique rotation and extraction of factors with eigenvalues of at least 1 to aid in the elimination
of ill-fitting items (factor loadings < .50). We also removed one double-barreled item and one
item that was worded very similarly to another item. In the end, we retained a total of 27 items
comprising five distinct factors of coworker nosiness: intrusiveness, interest in coworkers’
performance, general interest in coworkers, interest in coworkers’ personal lives, and workplace
gossip and drama.
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Despite arriving at a five-factor solution, we determined that there were several issues
with the 27-item measure. First, the items were not structured consistently. For example, one
item read: “My coworker asks others about their interests.” This question is relatively objective
to the degree that it does not require respondents to make a subjective judgment about the
information requested by the coworker in question. However, another item read: “My coworker
asks questions that are none of his/her business.” When responding to this item, respondents are
clearly required to make a judgment about the appropriateness of the information being
requested by their coworkers. Moreover, a major component of nosiness is the frequency with
which someone seeks information from others. However, only a few of these items included
information about the frequency of nosy behavior. Beyond these item-level concerns were a
couple issues of the measure as a whole. Despite results indicating five separate factors, some of
these factors were highly similar (i.e., “general interest in coworkers” and “interest in coworkers’
personal lives”). Second, given the specificity of perceived coworker nosiness, our 27-item
measure was considerably longer than we had hoped for.
To address these concerns, we created 21 new items, most of which were adapted from
the previous 27 items, and that satisfied three criteria. First, almost all items captured behavioral
frequency or quantity of information-seeking behavior by using words or phrases such as “asks
many,” “too interested,” “always,” and “often” when referring to engagement in nosy behavior.
Second, each item included a behavioral component such as “gets information,” “asks about,”
“inquires about,” and “seeks out.” Third, most items required respondents to make subjective
appraisals of the coworker in question rather than eliciting objective behavioral information by
including statements such as “displays an unusual interest,” “asks many personal questions,” and
“is up-to-date on workplace gossip.” These 21 items were administered to a new sample of 100
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employed participants using the same recruitment strategy that was used in the previous study.
We used exploratory factor analysis through principal axis factoring with oblique rotation and
extraction of factors with eigenvalues of at least 1 to aid in the elimination of ill-fitting items
(factor loadings < .50). We arrived at 10 items comprising two distinct factors with five items
constituting each factor. Based on the items comprising each factor, we labeled one factor
“performance-related nosiness” and the other factor “non-performance-related nosiness.” In
addition to addressing item-level issues, this new measure is more parsimonious and did not have
issues with ambiguous and/or overlapping factors.
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SUMMARY AND OVERVIEW OF STUDIES
Taken together, perceptions of coworker nosiness are expected to predict two knowledge
provision outcomes – knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding – with feelings of affective trust
mediating both of these relationships. Moreover, factors including the work context, attributes of
the relationship between the information seeker and information target, and personality
characteristics of the observer or target of nosy behaviors are likely to influence the degree to
which perceived coworker nosiness results in affective trust felt toward the nosy coworker.
Accordingly, competitive psychological climate, interpersonal liking, agreeableness, and hostile
attribution bias each were hypothesized as moderators the relationship between perceived
coworker nosiness and affective trust.
To test these hypotheses, two studies were conducted as part of this dissertation. The first
study surveyed undergraduate students by having them self-report agreeableness and hostile
attribution bias combined with experimental vignette methodology by manipulating perceived
coworker nosiness, interpersonal liking, and competitive psychological climate. Participants
interacted with the manipulated scenarios by typing a response to a coworkers’ request for
information that was included in each scenario. Both self-report and observer-rated methods
were used to measure knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding in the first study. The second
study aimed to increase generalizability and better address questions of causality including the
causal ordering of coworker nosiness and trust constructs by surveying a representative sample
of working adults in the U.S. across three research surveys each spaced roughly two weeks apart.
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STUDY 1 METHOD
Participants
475 adult, undergraduate students (at least 18 years of age) of a large, public university in
the Southeastern United States completed an online study in exchange for course credit. As will
be discussed in the following section, participants read experimental vignettes wherein a
coworker requested information from them. The requested information was provided to
participants in the form of a store sales report. Each participant was then asked to type his or her
response to their coworker’s request for information. To determine whether participants truly
shared or hid knowledge in their typed responses, it was imperative to drop participants who did
not fully understand the information presented in the store sales report. After reviewing the
report, each participant was asked a series of four questions to assess their understanding of the
information provided in the sales report (see Appendix B). A total of 280 participants (58.9% of
the total sample) correctly answered each of these four questions. Additionally, participants were
asked two items throughout the survey to determine whether they were paying close attention
when completing the survey. These questions instructed participants to select a specific response
option of the choices provided to them. Out of the 280 participants who passed each of the four
understanding check items, 247 participants (52.0% of the total sample) also passed both of these
quality control items. Only data from these 247 participants were used when conducting analyses
for Study 1. A series of analyses found that retained and dropped participants did not differ with
regard to their age (t(461)=-.44, p=.66), gender (χ2(2, N=464)=3.14, p=.21), or the condition of
the nosiness manipulation (χ2(1, N=475)=1.81, p=.18) or the competition manipulation (χ2(1,
N=475)=.50, p=.48) to which they were randomly assigned. It is worthwhile to note that of those
who were retained, significantly more were assigned to the high interpersonal liking condition
33

than to the low interpersonal liking condition compared with those who were dropped (χ2(1,
N=475)=4.36, p<.05). However, this was not considered a major concern due to the random
assignment. The retained sample of 247 participants had an average age of 20.79 years
(SD=5.31). Concerning their gender, 49.4% identified as female, 49.4% identified as male, and
the remaining 1.2% did not disclose their gender. Most participants (60.7%) indicated that they
were employed at the time of participation. Of those that were currently employed, 79.3%
worked part-time at an average of 26.54 hours (SD=10.47) hours each week. Regarding their
ethnicities, 55.1% were White or Caucasian American, 25.1% were Hispanic or of Latin origin,
8.5% were two or more races, 6.9% were Black or African American, 3.6% were Asian or Asian
American, and the remaining 0.8% reported a different ethnicity.

Procedure
The study, which was in the form of an online survey, consisted of three main
components. First, participants answered self-report measures of various individual differences
(e.g., agreeableness, hostile attribution bias) and demographic information. Second, participants
were randomly assigned to read one of eight experimental vignettes. In each vignette,
participants were instructed to imagine that they were the focal individual in the vignette. Three
factors were manipulated in each vignette. The nosiness factor had two conditions; either the
coworker requesting information from the focal individual was described as nosy or they were
not described as nosy. The second experimental factor was competitive work environment,
which had two conditions as well. There was either a competitive performance goal or a noncompetitive performance goal presented by the supervisor in each scenario. The third factor,
interpersonal liking, also had two conditions; participants were told that either they liked their
coworker or did not like their coworker. Hence, this study followed a 2×2×2 factorial design.
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Each vignette described a scenario wherein the focal individual was an employee that
received an email from a coworker who was requesting information about the focal individual’s
store performance in the form of sales progress. The information requested from the focal
employee was the same in each vignette. After reading the email, participants were provided a
sales report for their store and presented a series of questions to check their understanding of the
information provided in the sales report. After completing these items, participants were
instructed to type an email response to their coworker. The third and final component of the
survey involved participants responding to measures of coworker nosiness, perceived
competitive work environment, and interpersonal liking, with each serving to check that the
corresponding manipulations were effective. Additionally, participants responded to measures of
affective trust, knowledge sharing, and knowledge hiding. To reduce the potential for common
method bias, three trained raters responded to adapted versions of the same knowledge sharing
and knowledge hiding measures that the participants completed by comparing participants’ email
responses to the information provided to them in the sales report.

Measures
Coworker Nosiness
Coworker nosiness was measured using the newly constructed measure by Currie and
Holden (2020). This measure consists of 10 items comprising two distinct factors of coworker
nosiness: performance-related nosiness and non-performance-related nosiness. There was a
strong, positive correlation between the two factors (r=.73, p<.001). A second-order
confirmatory factor analysis where five items were loaded onto the non-performance-related
nosiness factor, the remaining five items were loaded onto the performance-related nosiness
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factor, and two first-order factors were loaded onto a common factor of perceived coworker
nosiness indicated that this factor structure fit the data mostly well as evidenced by multiple fit
indices falling within acceptable ranges. More specifically, although the chi-square for the model
was statistically significant (χ2(33, N=247)=113.30, p<.001) as is the case for many good-fitting
models, as well as the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), being at .10,
exceeding the recommended value of .06, the comparative fit index (CFI) was .95 (slightly above
the recommended value of .95), the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) was .93 (close to the
recommended value of .95), and the standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) was .05,
which was below the recommended value of .08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999). Thus, the CFA supported
treating coworker nosiness as an overall factor, and subsequently, all ten items were averaged
together to comprise a general index of coworker nosiness. This measure was used only to check
the effectiveness of the nosiness experimental manipulation. Internal consistency reliability in
the form of Cronbach’s alpha (α) across the full ten-item measure was .96.

Affective Trust
Affective trust was measured using the five-item scale by McAllister (1995). Participants
were asked to indicate their level of agreement with a series of statements. A sample item read:
“If I shared my problems with this person, I know (s)he would respond constructively and
caringly.” Internal consistency reliability in the form of Cronbach’s alpha (α) for this measure
was .90.

Knowledge Sharing
Self-reported knowledge sharing was measured using an adapted version of Connelly et
al.’s (2012) five-item measure. Participants responded to each item on a scale ranging from 1
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(Not at all) to 7 (To a very great extent). A sample item from the self-reported knowledge
sharing measure read: “In this specific situation, I told Alex exactly what they wanted to know.”
Internal consistency reliability in the form of Cronbach’s alpha (α) for this measure was .90.
I also used a team of three trained raters to rate the extent to which each participant
shared knowledge with Alex in their typed email response. Raters were provided with the
fictitious email from Alex and the store sales report information, both of which were consistent
across all experimental conditions. Raters were then provided with each participant’s typed email
response to Alex and entered each participant’s anonymous identity code to match the three
raters’ responses to the self-reported information from participants. It is important to note that
raters were blind to the experimental manipulations to which participants were randomly
assigned and were not able to view their fellow raters’ ratings. Observer-rated knowledge sharing
was measured using an adapted version of the same five-item measure that was used to measure
self-reported knowledge sharing. Raters responded to each item on a scale ranging from 1 (Not at
all) to 7 (To a very great extent). A sample item from the observer-rated knowledge sharing
measure read: “This participant told Alex exactly what they wanted to know.” After computing
averages across these five items within each rater, interrater reliability in the form of an
intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC) for observer-rated knowledge sharing was .90.

Knowledge Hiding
I constructed a four-item measure to capture knowledge hiding in this study. Three items
captured the evasive hiding, playing dumb, and rationalized hiding factors of knowledge hiding
that are based on Connelly et al.’s (2012) measure. A fourth item captured participants’ global
beliefs that they withheld information in their email responses. This final item read: “I
purposefully withheld information from Alex in my response to Alex’s email.” Participants
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responded to each of these four items on a scale ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5
(Strongly agree). Internal consistency reliability in the form of Cronbach’s alpha (α) for this
measure was .83.
Roughly the same approach that was used to measure observer-rated knowledge sharing
was used when measuring observer-rated knowledge hiding. Observer-rated knowledge hiding
was measured using an adapted version of the same four-item measure that was used to measure
self-reported knowledge hiding. Raters responded to each item on a scale ranging from 1
(Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree). A sample item from the observer-rated knowledge
hiding measure read: “This participant withheld information from Alex in his/her response to
Alex’s email.” After computing averages across these four items within each rater, interrater
reliability in the form of an intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC) for observer-rated knowledge
hiding was .93.

Competitive Psychological Climate
Competitive psychological climate was measured using a single item that was
constructed specifically for this experimental study. Participants responded to the item on a scale
ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree). The item read: “I feel that there is a
competitive work environment between stores within my region.” This item was used only to
check the effectiveness of the competition experimental manipulation.

Interpersonal Liking
I measured interpersonal liking with the four-item scale by Wayne and Ferris (1990). One
item instructed participants to respond to the question: “How much do you like this coworker?”
on a scale from 1 (Not at all) to 5 (Very Much). Participants were instructed to respond to the
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remaining three items using a scale from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree). A sample
of one of the three remaining items reads: “I get along well with this coworker.” This measure
was used only to check the effectiveness of the interpersonal liking experimental manipulation.
Internal consistency reliability in the form of Cronbach’s alpha (α) for this measure was .90.

Agreeableness
Agreeableness was assessed using Goldberg’s (1999) 10-item measure. A sample item of
the agreeableness scale read: “I sympathize with others' feelings.” Participants were asked to
indicate how accurately each statement describes themselves by using a Likert scale ranging
from 1 (Very inaccurately) to 5 (Very accurately). Internal consistency reliability in the form of
Cronbach’s alpha (α) for this measure was .87.

Hostile Attribution Bias
I used the six-item measure of hostile attribution bias by Adams and John (1997).
Participants responded to each item on a scale ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly
agree). A sample item from this measure read: “I commonly wonder what hidden reason another
person may have for doing something nice for me.” Internal consistency reliability in the form of
Cronbach’s alpha (α) for this measure was .78.

Controls and Variables for Exploratory Analysis
Beyond the primary study variables, researchers have suggested that demographic
attributes such as age and gender may relate to knowledge sharing behaviors (Gratton, Voigt, &
Erickson, 2007; Miller & Karakowsky, 2005; Xue, Bradley, & Liang, 2011). Moreover, those
who tend to feel envy toward others as well as those who are prone to frequently compare
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themselves with others may be more likely to hide knowledge from others at work (Ray,
Neugebauer, Sassenberg, Buder, & Hesse, 2013; Zhu, Chen, Wang, Jin, & Wang, 2019). Lastly,
extant research has found links between several of the Big Five personality traits and knowledge
sharing (Chawla & Gupta, 2019; Pan & Zhang, 2018; Wang, 2014). Given that agreeableness is
included in several hypothesized relationships, I did not control for this variable. Accordingly, I
included age, gender, trait envy, social comparison orientation, extraversion, conscientiousness,
neuroticism, and openness to experiences as covariates when running each of the following
analyses. I included cognitive trust as an additional covariate whenever affective trust was
modeled as the focal predictor variable. This was done to determine whether affective trust
explained variance in each outcome variable beyond that which has already been explained by
cognitive trust. Participants reported their age in years as discrete whole numbers. When
reporting gender, participants were not forced to choose from one of two gendered terms (i.e.,
male or female). However, given the very small number of participants who select an option
other than “male” or “female,” gender was recoded to include data from participants who
selected either of these terms; all other responses were treated as missing data. Trait envy was
measured with three items created by Smith, Parrott, Diener, Hoyle, and Kim (1999); social
comparison orientation was measured using eleven items created by Gibbons and Buunk (1999);
and cognitive trust was measured using six items created by McAllister (1995). The complete list
of items and response scales for these measures are provided in Appendix A. Internal
consistency reliabilities in the form of Cronbach’s alpha (α) coefficients were .74 for trait envy,
.79 for social comparison orientation, and .83 for cognitive trust. Extraversion,
conscientiousness, neuroticism, and openness to experience were each assessed with separate 10-
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item measures by Goldberg (1999). Cronbach’s alpha (α) was .92 for extraversion, .86 for
conscientiousness, .89 for neuroticism, and .83 for openness to experience.
Two variables were measured for exploratory analysis. The first, information relevance,
reflects the degree to which participants perceived that the information requested by their
coworker in the experimental vignette was relevant to their coworker. Given that each participant
read the same email message from their coworker, I was interested to know whether factors
manipulated in the experimental vignettes – particularly coworker nosiness – influenced the
extent to which participants perceived the requested information as relevant to their coworker
requesting the information from them. It is possible that when coworkers have a reputation of
being nosy, others tend to consider the information that they request as less pertinent or jobrelated than those who do not have reputations of being nosy. As such, these perceptions of
information relevance may explain the relationship between coworker nosiness and knowledge
provision outcomes such as knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding. After reading the
experimental vignette, participants were asked to respond to the statement: “The information that
my coworker, Alex, requested in the email was relevant for him/her to know” on a scale from 1
(Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree).
In addition to understanding the degree of knowledge sharing and hiding as a result of
coworker nosiness, I was also interested in understanding the affective tone or the level of
warmth participants provided in their typed email responses to their coworker’s request for
information. Even though an information target may choose to share information with an
information seeker, this does not necessarily mean that the information target shared the
requested information in a positive manner. Accordingly, negative interactions between
information seekers and information targets may discourage future information-seeking behavior
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even if the requested information was provided. In Study 1, after reading each participants’ typed
response to Alex’s email, three trained raters responded to the statement: “This participant’s
email response to Alex exhibited warmth” on a scale ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5
(Strongly agree). Interrater reliability for response warmth in the form of an intraclass correlation
coefficient was .78. The average score across the three raters was used as the final measure of
response warmth for each participant.
The complete set of items collected from participants in Study 1 are provided in
Appendix A.
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STUDY 1 RESULTS
Analyses
A combination of independent-samples t-tests, hierarchical linear regression analyses,
and mediation analyses using the bootstrapping method were employed to test relationships
among variables collected in Study 1. Generally, control variables were entered in the first step
and the focal predictor variable was added to the model in the second step when conducting
multiple regression analyses. I estimated all indirect effects using the bootstrapping method with
10,000 bootstrapped samples. To reduce the potential for multicollinearity, continuous variables
were mean-centered, interaction terms were constructed using the product of mean-centered
continuous variables, and these mean-centered variables were used when testing regression
analyses including mediation models. The categorical experimental conditions to which
participants were randomly assigned rather than the measures used to confirm the effectiveness
of these experimental manipulations were used when conducting analyses involving coworker
nosiness, interpersonal liking, and competitive psychological climate. I used IBM SPSS version
25 to conduct each of the analyses for Study 1.
As shown in Table 1, which provides the descriptive statistics and intercorrelations
among variables in Study 1, several of the measured control variables correlated significantly
with the primary dependent variables (knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding) as well as the
proposed mediator (affective trust). Specifically, age was negatively correlated with observerrated knowledge sharing (r=-.14) and positively related to both self-reported (r=.13) and
observer-rated knowledge hiding (r=.14). Moreover, gender correlated with both affective trust
(r=-.18) and cognitive trust (r=-.16), with female participants reporting fewer feelings of trust
than male participants. As mentioned earlier, I also measured information relevance and response
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warmth for exploratory purposes. Gender (r=-.14), affective trust (r=.25), and cognitive trust
(r=.38) were found to significantly relate to information relevance. Gender (r=-.20), cognitive
trust (r=.19), and information relevance (r=.13) correlated significantly with response warmth.
Trait envy, social comparison orientation, extraversion, conscientiousness, neuroticism, and
openness to experience were not found to correlate significantly with any dependent variables.
Moreover, there was a moderate relationship between affective trust and cognitive trust
(r=.38). As mentioned previously, I tested relationships with cognitive trust as the mediator in
place of affective trust. To determine whether affective trust explained a statistically significant
amount of variance in knowledge sharing, knowledge hiding, and/or response warmth over that
explained by cognitive trust (and vice versa), I included cognitive trust as a covariate in all
models where affective trust was the focal predictor variable and included affective trust as a
covariate when testing models where cognitive trust was the focal predictor variable.
In accordance with best practices provided by Becker (2005), only those control variables
that were significantly correlated with another variable were included in models wherein that
other variable was modeled as the dependent variable. In only rare instances did I not follow this
rule. One such example where I did not follow this rule is when testing models with self-reported
knowledge sharing as the dependent variable. Despite there being no statistically significant
relationship between age and self-reported knowledge sharing, there was a statistically
significant relationship between age and observer-rated knowledge sharing. As such, age was
included as a covariate when testing models with either self-reported or observer-rated
knowledge sharing as the dependent variable.
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Manipulation Checks
First, I conducted a series of independent-samples t-tests to confirm that each
experimental manipulation was effective. Concerning the coworker nosiness manipulation, an
independent samples t-test found that participants who were randomly assigned to the lownosiness condition rated their coworker, Alex, as less nosy (M=1.94, SD=.80) than those who
were randomly assigned to the high-nosiness condition (M=4.04, SD=.81; t(245)=-20.51,
p<.001). Additionally, those in the high nosiness condition perceived the work environment as
significantly more competitive (M=4.15, SD=.78) than those in the low nosiness condition
(M=3.73, SD=.97; t(245)=-3.75, p<.001). The nosiness manipulation was not found to influence
perceptions of liking toward the coworker portrayed in the experimental vignette. Concerning the
liking manipulation, an independent-samples t-test found that participants who were randomly
assigned to the low-liking condition reported liking Alex significantly less (M=2.20, SD=.75)
than those who were assigned to the high-liking condition (M=3.37, SD=.92; t(245)=-10.88,
p<.001). The liking manipulation was not found to influence perceptions of nosiness or
perceptions of a competitive work environment. Concerning the competitive psychological
climate manipulation, an independent-samples t-test found that participants who were randomly
assigned to the noncompetitive condition felt that their work environment was less competitive
(M=3.78, SD=1.00) than those in the competitive condition (M=4.08, SD=.79; t(245)=-2.63,
p<.01). Additionally, those in the competitive condition liked their coworker less (M=2.66,
SD=1.03) than those in the non-competitive condition (M=3.00, SD=1.00; t(245)=2.61, p<.01).
Although the coworker nosiness and competitive psychological climate manipulations were also
found to result in varying levels of interpersonal liking across the two conditions, these results
confirm that each of the three experimental manipulations were effective in manipulating their
intended constructs.
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Table 1: Summary of Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations among Variables in Study 1

Variable

M (SD)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

1. Nosy Cond ±
2. AT
3. CT
4. SR KS
5. OR KS
6. SR KH
7. OR KH
8. Comp Cond ±
9. Liking Cond ±
10. HAB
11. Agree
12. Info Rel
13. Warmth
14. Age
15. Gender±
16. Trait Envy
17. SCO
18. Extrav
19. Consc
20. Neuro
21. Openness

.48 (.50)
2.28 (.97)
2.87 (.81)
3.72 (1.89)
3.94 (1.83
2.39 (1.20)
2.07 (1.02)
.51 (.50)
.53 (.50)
2.88 (.76)
4.11 (.59)
3.18 (1.38)
3.74 (.88)
20.79 (5.31)
.50 (.50)
2.14 (1.00)
3.58 (.60)
3.09 (.92)
3.60 (.68)
2.98 (.85)
3.83 (.59)

-.18
-.43
-.16
-15
.19
.18
-.08
.03
.03
.02
-.22
-.10
.06
.03
.02
-.10
.04
-.02
.04
.03

-.38
.25
.20
-.20
-.20
-.12
.40
-.01
-.08
.25
.07
-.01
-.18
.01
-.04
.02
-.07
-.06
-.07

-.36
.35
-.33
-.32
-.09
.14
-.08
-.09
.38
.19
-.00
-.16
-.06
.05
-.02
.03
-.10
-.06

-.78
-.77
-.73
-.21
.15
-.05
.04
.61
.29
-.12
-.09
.05
.05
.03
.01
.02
.07

--.75
-.88
-.22
.12
-.11
.01
.60
.44
-.14
-.04
-.02
.03
.08
.02
-.01
.03

-.76
.16
-.09
.13
-.04
-.57
-.31
.13
.03
.05
.04
-.09
.01
.04
-.06

-.24
-.12
.11
.04
-.61
-.41
.14
.02
.04
-.01
-.05
-.03
.04
-.01

--.11
-.02
-.02
-.16
-.09
.06
.02
.04
-.05
-.11
-.06
.06
-.05

--.07
.03
.11
.11
.01
-.01
-.03
-.07
-.07
.04
-.06
-.02

--.24
-.00
-.14
-.11
-.02
.51
.31
-.17
-.14
.38
-.10

--.11
.10
.03
.27
-.15
.05
.32
.16
.03
.29

-.13
-.07
-.14
.03
.07
.06
.02
-.05
-.01

--.08
.20
-.03
-.04
.07
.04
-.03
.11

-.13
-.10
-.12
.05
.09
-.00
.06

-.05
-.03
.02
.10
.43
.05

-.45
-.34
-.24
.56
-.15

--.11
-.10
.29
.02

-.06
-.29
.34

--.21
.22

--.15

--

Note. N = 247. Agree = Agreeableness; AT = Affective Trust; Comp Cond = Competition Condition (0 for low condition, 1 for high condition);
Consc = Conscientiousness; CT = Cognitive Trust; HAB = Hostile Attribution Bias; Info Rel = Information Relevance; KH = Knowledge
Hiding; KS = Knowledge Sharing; Liking Cond = Liking Condition (0 for low condition, 1 for high condition); Neuro = Neuroticism; Nosy
Cond = Nosiness Condition (0 for low condition, 1 for high condition); Openness = Openness to Experience; OR = Observer-rated; SCO =
Social Comparison Orientation; SR = Self-reported.
±
Indicates categorical variable with no meaningful mean. For gender, 50% of respondents who reported their gender were female (coded as 1).
Asterisks (*) were omitted to conserve space; bolded values reflect correlation coefficients that are statistically significant at the .05 level.

Hypothesis Testing
Main Effects
Next, I conducted a series of hierarchical linear regression analyses to test the main
effects of coworker nosiness on the two outcome variables (knowledge sharing and knowledge
hiding) after holding constant the effect of age. I report the results using both self- and observerreported knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding. Results found statistically significant,
negative effects of coworker nosiness on both self-reported (B=-.59, SE=.24, ∆R2=.02, p<.05)
and observer-rated knowledge sharing (B=-.52, SE=.23, ∆R2=.02, p<.05). Together these results
provide full support for Hypothesis 1, which held that knowledge sharing would be lower as
perceptions of nosiness increase. Results also found statistically significant, positive effects of
coworker nosiness on both self-reported (B=.43, SE=.15, ∆R2=.03, p<.01) and observer-rated
knowledge hiding (B=.35, SE=.13, ∆R2=.03, p<.01). Together, these results provide full support
for Hypothesis 2, which held that knowledge hiding would be higher as perceptions of nosiness
increase. Full regression results for Hypotheses 1 and 2 are provided in Table 2.

Table 2: Regression results for Hypotheses 1-2 in Study 1

Hypothesis 1
Coworker Nosiness →
Knowledge Sharing
(Self-rated)

Hypothesis 1
Coworker Nosiness →
Knowledge Sharing
(Observer-rated)

Hypothesis 2
Coworker Nosiness →
Knowledge Hiding (Selfrated)

Hypothesis 2
Coworker Nosiness →
Knowledge Hiding
(Observer-rated)
B (SE)

B (SE)

95% CI

B (SE)

95% CI

B (SE)

95% CI

3.72
(.12)***

[3.49, 3.96]

3.94
(.12)***

[3.71, 4.16]

2.39
(.08)***

[2.24, 2.54]

-.04 (.02)

[-.09, .00]

-.05
(.02)*

[-.09, -.01]

.03
(.01)*

[.00, .06]

95% CI

Step 1
Constant
Age
R2
F
Step 2
Constant
Age

.02
3.71

4.01
(.16)***

[3.68, 4.33]

-.04 (.16)

[-.08, .00]

Coworker
-.59
[-1.06, -.12]
Nosiness
(.24)*
∆R2
.02
∆F
6.17*
Note. N=244-247.
* p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001

.02
5.01*

4.18
(.16)***
-.05
(.02)*
-.52
(.23)*

2.07
(.06)***
.03
(.01)*

.02
3.95*

[3.87, 4.50]

2.18
(.10)***

[1.98, 2.38]

[-.09, -.00]

.03 (.01)

[-.00, .05]

[-.97, -.07]

.43
(.15)**

[.14, .73]

.02
5.08*

.03
8.39**

[1.94, 2.19]
[.00, .05]
.02
4.53*

1.90
(.09)***
.02
(.01)*
.35
(.13)**

[1.72, 2.07]
[.00, .05]
[.10, .60]
.03
7.61**

Mediating Effects
I conducted additional hierarchical linear regression analyses to test whether there was a
relationship between the nosiness condition and feelings of affective trust toward the coworker
described in the experimental vignettes, Alex. After controlling for gender, results found a
statistically significant and positive main effect of coworker nosiness on affective trust (B=.37,
SE=.12, ∆R2=.04, p<.01). Although statistically significant, these results are contrary to the
hypothesis that those in the high-nosiness condition would report less affective trust in Alex
compared to those in the low-nosiness condition. Hence, Hypothesis 3 was not supported. See
Table 3 for the full regression results for Hypothesis 3.
After controlling for age and cognitive trust, results from a hierarchical linear regression
analysis found a statistically significant and positive effect of affective trust on self-reported
knowledge sharing (B=.26, SE=.12, ∆R2=.02, p<.05), but not observer-rated knowledge sharing
(B=.15, SE=.12, ∆R2=.01, p=.20). Hence, Hypothesis 4, which held that there would be a
positive relationship between affective trust and knowledge sharing, was only partially
supported. Results from separate hierarchical linear regression analyses did not find support for a
negative relationship between affective trust and self-reported knowledge hiding (B=-.10,
SE=.08, ∆R2=.01, p=.21) or observer-rated knowledge hiding (B=-.10, SE=.07, ∆R2=.01, p=.16).
Hence, Hypothesis 5, which held that there would be a negative relationship between affective
trust and knowledge hiding, was not supported.
To test whether affective trust mediated the relationship between nosiness and both
knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding, I used Hayes’s PROCESS macro for SPSS to estimate
bootstrapped confidence intervals of the indirect effects based using 10,000 bootstrapped
samples. Compared to the traditional mediation approach which required researchers to infer

indirect (mediated) effects by testing a series of relationships between the three variables that
comprise such models (Baron & Kenny, 1986), the bootstrapping method enables researchers to
test directly these mediated effects. Given that large sample sizes are required when estimating
indirect effects, the bootstrapping methods circumvents this barrier by creating numerous
additional samples each of which are constructed by sampling, with replacement, from the initial
sample of individuals that participated in the study. Researchers are then able to use these
bootstrapped samples, usually ranging anywhere from 5,000 to 10,000 samples, to construct
relatively stable estimates of indirect effects and standard errors by estimating confidence
intervals of the indirect effect after running the model using each bootstrapped sample. Each of
the following mediation analyses included age, gender, and cognitive trust as covariates. Results
found a positive indirect effect of coworker nosiness on self-reported knowledge sharing (B=.24,
SE=.11, 95% CI= [.02, .46], p<.05), but not observer-rated knowledge sharing (B=.13, SE=.11,
95% CI= [-.08, .37], p>.05) through affective trust. Despite this significant effect, I hypothesized
a negative indirect effect of nosiness on knowledge sharing through affective trust. Therefore,
Hypothesis 6 was not supported. Concerning knowledge hiding, results did not support an
indirect effect of coworker nosiness on self-reported knowledge hiding (B=-.12, SE=.07, 95%
CI= [-.27, .02], p>.05) or observer-rated knowledge hiding through affective trust (B=-.10,
SE=.06, 95% CI= [-.23, .01], p>.05). Hence, Hypothesis 7 was not supported. The regression
results for Hypotheses 4 through 7 are provided in Tables 3through 5.
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Table 3: Regression results for Hypotheses 3 in Study 1

Step 1
Constant
Gender
R2
F
Step 2
Constant
Gender
Coworker Nosiness
∆R2
∆F
Note. N=244-247.
** p<.01; *** p<.001

Hypothesis 3
Coworker Nosiness → Affective Trust
B (SE)

95% CI

2.45 (.09)***

[2.28, 2.63]

-.34 (.12)**

[-.58, -.10]
.03
7.79**

2.28 (.10)***
-.36 (.12)**
.37 (.12)**

[2.08, 2.49]
[-.59, -.12]
[.13, .61]
.04
9.36**
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Table 4: Regression results for Hypotheses 4-5 in Study 1

Hypothesis 4
Affective Trust →
Knowledge Sharing
(Self-rated)

Step 1
Constant
Age
Cognitive
Trust
R2
F
Step 2
Constant
Age

Hypothesis 4
Affective Trust →
Knowledge Sharing
(Observer-rated)

Hypothesis 5
Affective Trust →
Knowledge Hiding
(Self-rated)

Hypothesis 5
Affective Trust → Knowledge
Hiding (Observer-rated)

B (SE)

95% CI

B (SE)

95% CI

B (SE)

95% CI

B (SE)

95% CI

3.72
(.11)***

[3.50,
3.94]
[-.09, .00]
[.57,
1.12]

3.94
(.11)***

[3.72,
4.15]
[-.09, .01]
[.52,
1.05]

2.39
(.07)***

[2.25,
2.53]

2.07
(.06)***

[1.95, 2.19]

.03 (.01)*

[.00, .06]

.03 (.01)*

[.00, .05]

-.49
[-.67, (.09)***
.32]
.13
17.46***

-.40
(.08)***

[-.55, -.25]

2.62
(.20)***

[2.23,
3.00]

2.28
(.17)***

[1.96, 2.61]

.03 (.01)*

[.00, .06]

.03 (.01)*

[.00, .05]

-.04 (.02)*
.84 (.14)***

.14
20.53***

3.13
(.30)***
-.04 (.02)*

[2.53,
3.72]
[-.08, .00]
[.43,
1.02]

-.05 (.02)*
.79
(.14)***

.14
19.89***

3.58
(.30)***
-.05 (.02)*

[3.00,
4.17]
[-.09, .01]
[.43,
1.00]

.12
16.42***

Cognitive
.72
-.45
[-.63, -.36
.72 (.15)***
Trust
(.15)***
(.10)***
.26]
(.08)***
Affective
[-.26,
.26 (.12)* [.02, .51]
.15 (.12) [-.08, .39]
-.10 (.08)
-.10 (.07)
Trust
.06]
∆R2
.02
.01
.01
∆F
4.49*
1.64
1.60
Note. N=244-247. For gender, 50% of respondents who reported their gender were female (coded as 1).
* p<.05; *** p<.001

[-.52, -.20]
[-.23, .04]
.01
1.98

Table 5: Regression results for Hypotheses 6-7 in Study 1

B (SE)
95% CI
Coworker Nosiness → Affective Trust → Self-reported Knowledge Sharing (H6)
.24 (.11)*
[.02, .46]
Coworker Nosiness → Affective Trust → Observer-rated Knowledge Sharing (H6)
.13 (.11)
[-.08, .37]
Coworker Nosiness → Affective Trust → Self-reported Knowledge Hiding (H7)
-.12 (.07) [-.27, .02]
Coworker Nosiness → Affective Trust → Observer-rated Knowledge Hiding (H7)
-.10 (.06) [-.23, .01]
Note. N=244-247. Age, gender, and cognitive trust were included as covariates in each of the four indirect effects
models.
* p<.05
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Moderating Effects
Next, I examined whether the relationship between coworker nosiness and affective trust
varied across levels of the four moderators: competitive psychological climate, interpersonal
liking, hostile attribution bias, and agreeableness. Given that female participants reported lower
feelings of affective trust than male participants, I controlled for the effect of gender when
running each of the moderation analyses. Although I was not able to manipulate a competitive
psychological climate, per se, in Study 1, I was able to manipulate the work environment such
that participants rated it as more or less competitive in nature. As such, the competition condition
serves as a proxy for competitive psychological climate in Study 1. Results did not support a
moderating effect of competitive psychological climate (B=.31, SE=.24, ∆R2=.01, p=.21),
interpersonal liking (B=-.29, SE=.22, ∆R2=.01, p=.19), hostile attribution bias (B=.06, SE=.16,
∆R2=.00, p=.70), or agreeableness (B=-.03, SE=.21, ∆R2=.00, p=.90) on the relationship between
coworker nosiness and feelings of affective trust. Hence, no support was found for Hypotheses 8,
11, 14, or 17. Given that none of these moderating effects were statistically significant, I did not
run tests of conditional indirect effects to test the remaining moderated mediation hypotheses.
The full regression results for Hypotheses 8, 11, 14, and 17 are provided in Tables 6 through 9.

Table 6: Regression results for Hypotheses 8 in Study 1
Hypothesis 8
Coworker Nosiness× Competitive Psychological Climate → Affective Trust
B (SE)
95% CI
Step 1
Constant
Gender
Nosiness Condition
Competitive Psychological Climate
R2
F

2.40 (.12)***
-.35 (.12)**
.36 (.12)**
-.21 (.12)

[2.16, 2.63]
[-.59, -.11]
[.12, .59]
[-.45, .03]

.08
6.85***

Step 2
Constant
2.48 (.14)***
[2.21, 2.75]
Gender
-.37 (.12)**
[-.60, -.13]
Nosiness Condition
.20 (.17)
[-.14, .54]
Competitive Psychological Climate
-.35 (.17)*
[-.68, -.03]
Nosiness Condition × Competitive Psychological Climate
.31 (.24)
[-.17, .78]
∆R2
.01
∆F
1.60
Note. N=244-247. For gender, 50% of respondents who reported their gender were female
(coded as 1).
* p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001
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Table 7: Regression results for Hypotheses 11 in Study 1
Hypothesis 11
Coworker Nosiness× Interpersonal Liking → Affective Trust
B (SE)
95% CI
Step 1
Constant
Gender
Coworker Nosiness
Interpersonal Liking
R2
F

1.89 (.11)***
-.35 (.11)**
.35 (.11)**
.75 (.11)***

[1.67, 2.11]
[-.57, -.13]
[.13, .57]
[.53, .96]

.21
21.76***

Step 2
Constant
1.82 (.12)***
[1.58, 2.06]
Gender
-.36 (.11)**
[-.58, -.14]
Coworker Nosiness
.51 (.16)**
[.18, .83]
Interpersonal Liking
.88 (.15)***
[.58, 1.19]
Coworker Nosiness × Interpersonal Liking
-.29 (.22)
[-.73, .15]
2
∆R
.01
∆F
1.73
Note. N=244-247. For gender, 50% of respondents who reported their gender were female
(coded as 1).
** p<.01; *** p<.001
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Table 8: Regression results for Hypotheses 14 in Study 1
Hypothesis 14
Coworker Nosiness× Hostile Attribution Bias → Affective Trust
B (SE)
95% CI
Step 1
Constant
Gender
Coworker Nosiness
Hostile Attribution Bias
R2
F

2.28 (.10)***
-.36 (.12)**
.37 (.12)**
-.02 (.08)

[2.08, 2.49]
[-.59, -.12]
[.13, .61]
[-.18, .14]

.07
5.81**

Step 2
Constant
2.28 (.10)***
[2.08, 2.49]
Gender
-.36 (.12)**
[-.59, -.12]
Coworker Nosiness
.37 (.12)**
[.13, .61]
Hostile Attribution Bias
-.06 (.12)
[-.29, .18]
Coworker Nosiness × Hostile Attribution Bias
.06 (.16)
[-.26, .38]
2
∆R
.00
∆F
.15
Note. N=244-247. For gender, 50% of respondents who reported their gender were female
(coded as 1).
** p<.01; *** p<.001
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Table 9: Regression results for Hypothesis 17 in Study 1
Hypothesis 17
Coworker Nosiness× Agreeableness → Affective Trust
B (SE)
Step 1
Constant
Gender
Coworker Nosiness
Agreeableness
R2
F

2.27 (.10)***
-.33 (.13)**
.37 (.12)**
-.08 (.11)

95% CI
[2.07, 2.48]
[-.58, -.08]
[.13, .61]
[-.29, .14]

.07
5.96**

Step 2
Constant
2.27 (.10)***
[2.07, 2.48]
Gender
-.33 (.13)**
[-.58, -.08]
Coworker Nosiness
.37 (.12)**
[.13, .61]
Agreeableness
-.07 (.14)
[-.34, .21]
Coworker Nosiness × Agreeableness
-.03 (.21)
[-.44, .39]
∆R2
.00
∆F
.02
Note. N=244-247. For gender, 50% of respondents who reported their gender were female
(coded as 1).
** p<.01; *** p<.001
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Supplemental and Exploratory Analyses
Cognitive Trust
I re-ran each analysis that included affective trust as the focal predictor or outcome
variable by replacing this variable with cognitive trust. This was done to determine whether these
separate trust constructs serve distinct functions in explaining the relationship between coworker
nosiness and knowledge provision outcomes. After controlling for the effect of gender, results
found a negative relationship between nosiness and cognitive trust (B=-.70, SE=.09, ∆R2=.19,
p<.001). Including age and affective trust as covariates, results indicated a statistically significant
and positive effect of cognitive trust on self-reported knowledge sharing (B=.72, SE=.15,
∆R2=.08, p<.001). A nearly identical effect was found when replacing the outcome variable with
observer-rated knowledge sharing (B=.72, SE=.15, ∆R2=.09, p<.001). Regarding knowledge
hiding, results found a statistically significant and negative relationship between perceived
coworker nosiness and both self-reported knowledge hiding (B=-.45, SE=.10, ∆R2=.08, p<.001)
and observer-rated knowledge hiding (B=-.36, SE=.08, ∆R2=.07, p<.001).
When testing the indirect effects, age, gender, and affective trust were included as
covariates. Results indicated statistically significant and negative indirect effects of coworker
nosiness on both self-reported knowledge sharing (B=-.56, SE=.17; 95% CI= [-.91, -.25], p<.05)
and observer-rated knowledge sharing (B=-.62, SE=.16, 95% CI= [-.93, -.31], p<.05) through
cognitive trust. Results also found statistically significant and positive indirect effects of
coworker nosiness on both self-reported knowledge hiding (B=.32, SE=.10, 95% CI= [.12, .54],
p<.05) and observer-rated knowledge hiding (B=.27, SE=.08, 95% CI= [.11, .43], p<.05) through
cognitive trust.
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After controlling for the effect of gender, results did not find support for moderating
effects of competitive psychological climate (B=.31, SE=.19, ∆R2=.01, p=.10), interpersonal
liking (B=-.05, SE=.18, ∆R2=.00, p=.80), hostile attribution bias (B=-.02, SE=.12, ∆R2=.00,
p=.87), or agreeableness (B=-.16, SE=.16, ∆R2=.00, p=.31) on the relationship between coworker
nosiness and cognitive trust. Given that none of these moderating effects were statistically
significant, I did not run any of the corresponding conditional indirect effects analyses. The full
regression results for analyses involving cognitive trust as the focal predictor or dependent
variable are provided in Tables 10 through 16.
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Table 10: Regression results for the effect of coworker nosiness on cognitive trust

Step 1
Constant
Gender
R2
F
Step 2
Constant
Gender
Coworker Nosiness
∆R2
∆F
Note. N=244-247.
* p<.05; *** p<.001

B (SE)

95% CI

3.00 (.07)***
-.26 (.10)*

[2.86, 3.14]
[-.47, -.06]
.03
6.52*

3.32 (.08)***
-.24 (.09)*
-.70 (.09)***

[3.17, 3.48]
[-.42, -.06]
[-.88, -.52]
.19
57.08***
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Table 11: Regression results for the effect of cognitive trust on knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding

Cognitive Trust →
Knowledge Sharing
(Self-rated)

Step 1
Constant
Age
Affective
Trust
R2
F
Step 2
Constant
Age

Cognitive Trust →
Knowledge Sharing
(Observer-rated)

Cognitive Trust →
Knowledge Hiding
(Self-rated)

Cognitive Trust →
Knowledge Hiding
(Observer-rated)

B (SE)

95% CI

B (SE)

95% CI

B (SE)

95% CI

B (SE)

95% CI

3.72
(.12)***

[3.50,
3.95]
[-.09,
.00]

3.94
(.11)***

[3.71,
4.16]
[-.09, .01]

2.39
(.07)***

[2.24,
2.53]

2.07
(.06)***

[1.94, 2.19]

.03 (.01)*

[.00, .06]

.03 (.01)*

[.00, .05]

-.24
(.08)**

[-.39, .09]

-.21 (.07)**

[-.34, -.08]

-.04 (.02)

.49 (.12)*** [.25, .72]
.08
10.29***

1.65
(.44)***
-.04 (.02)*

[.78,
2.52]
[-.08, .00]

-.05 (.02)*
.38 (.12)**

[.15, .61]

.06
7.83**

1.88
(.43)***
-.05 (.02)*

[1.03,
2.73]
[-.09, .01]

.05
6.93**

.06
7.39**

3.66
(.28)***

[3.11,
4.22]

3.09
(.24)***

[2.61, 3.57]

.03 (.01)*

[.00, .06]

.03 (.01)*

[.00, .05]

Affective
[-.26,
.26 (.12)* [.02, .51]
.15 (.12) [-.08, .39]
-.10 (.08)
-.10 (.07)
[-.23, .04]
Trust
.06]
Cognitive
[.43,
.72
[.43,
-.45
[-.63, -.36
.72 (.15)***
[-.52, -.20]
Trust
1.02]
(.15)***
1.00]
(.10)***
.26]
(.08)***
∆R2
.08
.09
.08
.07
∆F
23.65***
24.36***
21.59***
19.08***
Note. N=244-247. For gender, 50% of respondents who reported their gender were female (coded as 1).
* p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001

Table 12: Results for the indirect effects of coworker nosiness on knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding through cognitive trust
Coworker Nosiness → Cognitive Trust → Self-reported Knowledge Sharing
Coworker Nosiness → Cognitive Trust → Observer-rated Knowledge Sharing
Coworker Nosiness → Cognitive Trust → Self-reported Knowledge Hiding
Coworker Nosiness → Cognitive Trust → Observer-rated Knowledge Hiding

B (SE)
-.56 (.17)*
-.62 (.16)*
.32 (.10)*
.27 (.08)*

95% CI
[-.91, -.25]
[-.93, -.31]
[.12, .54]
[.11, .43]

Note. N=244-247. Age, gender, and affective trust were included as covariates in each of the four indirect effects models.
* p<.05

Table 13: Results for moderating effect of competitive psychological climate on the relationship
between coworker nosiness and cognitive trust

Step 1
Constant
Gender
Nosiness Condition
Competitive Psychological Climate
R2
F

B (SE)

95% CI

3.42 (.09)***
-.24 (.09)*
-.71 (.09)***
-.18 (.09)

[3.24, 3.60]
[-.42, -.06]
[-.89, -.53]
[-.36, .00]

.23
23.17***

Step 2
Constant
3.50 (.11)***
[3.30, 3.71]
Gender
-.25 (.09)**
[-.43, -.07]
Nosiness Condition
-.87 (.13)***
[-1.13, -.61]
Competitive Psychological Climate
-.32 (.13)*
[-.58, -.07]
Nosiness Condition × Competitive Psychological Climate
.31 (.19)
[-.06, .67]
2
∆R
.01
∆F
2.78
Note. N=244-247. For gender, 50% of respondents who reported their gender were female
(coded as 1).
* p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001

Table 14: Results for moderating effect of interpersonal liking on the relationship between
coworker nosiness and cognitive trust
Step 1
Constant
Gender
Coworker Nosiness
Interpersonal Liking
R2
F

B (SE)

95% CI

3.19 (.09)***
-.24 (.09)*
-.71 (.09)***
.25 (.09)**

[3.01, 3.37]
[-.42, -.06]
[-.89, -.53]
[.07, .43]

.24
24.67***

Step 2
Constant
3.18 (.10)***
[2.98, 3.38]
Gender
-.24 (.09)*
[-.42, -.06]
Coworker Nosiness
-.68 (.14)***
[-.95, -.42]
Interpersonal Liking
.27 (.13)*
[.02, .52]
Coworker Nosiness × Interpersonal Liking
-.05 (.18)
[-.41, .32]
∆R2
.00
∆F
.07
Note. N=244-247. For gender, 50% of respondents who reported their gender were female
(coded as 1).
* p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001
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Table 15: Results for moderating effect of hostile attribution bias on the relationship between
coworker nosiness and cognitive trust
Step 1
Constant
Gender
Coworker Nosiness
Hostile Attribution Bias
R2
F

B (SE)

95% CI

3.32 (.08)***
-.24 (.09)**
-.70 (.09)***
-.10 (.06)

[3.17, 3.48]
[-.42, -.06]
[-.88, -.52]
[-.22, .03]

.22
22.61***

Step 2
Constant
3.32 (.08)***
[3.17, 3.48]
Gender
-.24 (.09)*
[-.42, -.06]
Coworker Nosiness
-.70 (.09)***
[-.88, -.52]
Hostile Attribution Bias
-.08 (.09)
[-.26, .10]
Coworker Nosiness × Hostile Attribution Bias
-.02 (.12)
[-.26, .23]
2
∆R
.00
∆F
.03
Note. N=244-247. For gender, 50% of respondents who reported their gender were female
(coded as 1).
* p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001
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Table 16: Results for moderating effect of agreeableness on the relationship between coworker
nosiness and cognitive trust

Step 1
Constant
Gender
Coworker Nosiness
Agreeableness
R2
F

B (SE)

95% CI

3.31 (.08)***
-.22 (.10)*
-.70 (.09)***
-.06 (.08)

[3.16, 3.47]
[-.41, -.03]
[-.88, -.52]
[-.22, .11]

.21
21.80***

Step 2
Constant
3.31 (.08)***
[3.16, 3.47]
Gender
-.22 (.10)*
[-.41, -.03]
Coworker Nosiness
-.70 (.09)***
[-.88, -.52]
Agreeableness
.01 (.10)
[-.20, .22]
Coworker Nosiness × Agreeableness
-.16 (.16)
[-.48, .16]
∆R2
.00
∆F
1.00
Note. N=244-247. For gender, 50% of respondents who reported their gender were female
(coded as 1).
* p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001

Information Relevance
Given that the coworker’s request for information was consistent across each of the eight
experimental vignettes, I was interested in examining whether the manipulated factors influenced
how participants interpreted these information requests – particularly the degree to which they
perceived that the requested information was relevant to the information seeker – and whether
these interpretations influenced how participants responded to their coworker’s request for
information. After controlling for the effect of gender, affective trust, and cognitive trust, results
found a statistically significant and negative relationship between coworker nosiness and
information relevance (B=-.43, SE=.20, ∆R2=.02, p<.05), indicating that targets of information
requests consider the requested information as less relevant if it comes from nosy coworkers as
compared to coworkers who are not considered as nosy. Holding the effects of age, affective
trust, and cognitive trust constant, results indicated statistically significant and positive
relationships between information relevance and both self-reported (B=.74, SE=.07, ∆R2=.24,
p<.001) and observer-rated knowledge sharing (B=.71, SE=.07, ∆R2=.24, p<.001), and
statistically significant and negative relationships between information relevance and both selfreported (B=-.45, SE=.05, ∆R2=.22, p<.001) and observer-rated knowledge hiding (B=-.41,
SE=.04, ∆R2=.26, p<.001).
Using the same bootstrapping method as described earlier, results indicated statistically
significant and negative indirect effects of coworker nosiness on self-reported (B=-.32, SE=.16,
95% CI= [-.65, -.02], p<.05) and observer-rated knowledge sharing (B=-.31, SE=.15, 95% CI= [.62, -.03], p<.05) through information relevance after holding constant the effects of age, gender,
affective trust, and cognitive trust. Results also indicated statistically significant and positive
indirect effects of coworker nosiness on self-reported (B=.19, SE=.10, 95% CI= [.01, .39], p<.05)
and observer-rated knowledge hiding (B=.18, SE=.09, 95% CI= [.01, .36], p<.05).
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Concerning the moderating effects, results did not find competitive psychological climate
(B=.01, SE=.33, ∆R2=.00, p=.99), interpersonal liking (B=.19, SE=.33, ∆R2=.00, p=.56), hostile
attribution bias (B=-.02, SE=.22, ∆R2=.00, p=.92), or agreeableness (B=-.37, SE=.28, ∆R2=.01,
p=.91) to moderate the relationship between the nosiness condition and information relevance. In
each of the moderation analyses, gender, affective trust, and cognitive trust were included as
covariates. Given that none of these moderating effects were statistically significant, I did not
test conditional indirect effects of perceived coworker nosiness on either knowledge sharing or
knowledge hiding (using self- or observer-rated methods) through information relevance. The
full regression results for analyses involving information relevance as the focal predictor or
dependent variable are provided in Tables 17 through 23.
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Table 17: Regression results for the effect of coworker nosiness on information relevance

Step 1
Constant
Gender
Affective Trust
Cognitive Trust
R2
F
Step 2
Constant
Gender
Affective Trust
Cognitive Trust
Coworker Nosiness
∆R2
∆F
Note. N=244-247.
* p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001

B (SE)

95% CI

3.29 (.12)***
-.19 (.17)
.15 (.09)
.57 (.11)***

[3.06, 3.52]
[-.52, .13]
[-.03, .33]
[.35, .78]
.16
15.71***

3.49 (.15)***
-.19 (.17)
.25 (.10)*
.41 (.13)**
-.43 (.20)*

[3.20, 3.78]
[-.51, .14]
[.05, .44]
[.15, .66]
[-.82, -.04]
.02
4.75*
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Table 18: Results for the effect of information relevance on knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding
Information Relevance
→ Knowledge Sharing
(Self-rated)
B (SE)
95% CI
Step 1
Constant
Age
Affective
Trust
Cognitive
Trust
R2
F
Step 2
Constant
Age

3.72
(.11)***
-.04 (.02)*

[3.51,
3.94]
[-.08, .00]

Information Relevance
→ Knowledge Sharing
(Observer-rated)
B (SE)
95% CI

Information Relevance
→ Knowledge Hiding
(Self-rated)
B (SE)
95% CI

3.94
(.11)***

[3.72,
4.15]

2.39
(.07)***

[2.25,
2.53]

2.07
(.06)***

[1.95, 2.19]

-.05 (.02)*

[-.09, -.01]

.03 (.01)*

[.00, .06]

.03 (.01)*

[.00, .05]

-.10 (.07)

[-.23, .04]

-.36 (.08)***

[-.52, -.20]

.26 (.12)*

[.02, .51]

.15 (.12)

[-.08, .39]

-.10 (.08)

.72 (.15)***

[.43,
1.02]

.72
(.15)***

[.43, 1.00]

-.45
(.10)***

.16
15.38***

3.73
(.09)***
-.03 (.02)

.15
13.84***

[3.54,
3.91]
[-.07,
.01]
[-.08,
.34]

Information Relevance →
Knowledge Hiding (Observerrated)
B (SE)
95% CI

[-.26,
.06]
[-.63, .26]

.13
12.21***

3.94
(.09)***

[3.76,
4.12]

2.39
(.06)***

-.04 (.02)*

[-.07, -.00]

.02 (.01)

[2.27,
2.51]
[-.00,
.04]
[-.16,
.12]
[-.37, .02]
[-.54, .35]

Affective
.13 (.11)
.03 (.10)
[-.18, .23]
-.02 (.07)
Trust
Cognitive
.31 (.13)*
[.05, .57]
.32 (.13)*
[.06, .57]
-.19 (.09)*
Trust
Information
.71
-.45
.74 (.07)*** [.59, .88]
[.56, .85]
Relevance
(.07)***
(.05)***
∆R2
.24
.24
.22
∆F
97.86***
94.28***
82.58***
Note. N=244-247. For gender, 50% of respondents who reported their gender were female (coded as 1).
* p<.05; *** p<.001

.13
11.65***

2.07
(.05)***

[1.96, 2.12]

.02 (.01)

[-.00, .04]

-.02 (.06)

[-.14, .09]

-.13 (.07)

[-.27, .02]

-.41 (.04)***

[-.49, -.33]

.26
101.55***

Table 19: Results for the indirect effects of coworker nosiness on knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding through information
relevance

B (SE)
95% CI
Coworker Nosiness → Information Relevance → Self-reported Knowledge Sharing
-.32 (.16)*
[-.65, -.02]
Coworker Nosiness → Information Relevance → Observer-rated Knowledge Sharing
-.31 (.15)*
[-.62, -.03]
Coworker Nosiness → Information Relevance → Self-reported Knowledge Hiding
.19 (.10)*
[.01, .39]
Coworker Nosiness → Information Relevance → Observer-rated Knowledge Hiding
.18 (.09)*
[.01, .36]
Note. N=244-247. Age, gender, affective trust, and cognitive trust were included as covariates in each of the four indirect effects
models.
* p<.05

72

Table 20: Results for moderating effect of competitive psychological climate on the relationship
between coworker nosiness and information relevance

Step 1
Constant
Gender
Affective Trust
Cognitive Trust
Nosiness Condition
Competitive Psychological Climate
R2
F

B (SE)

95% CI

3.69 (.17)***
-.19 (.16)
.23 (.10)*
.38 (.13)**
-.47 (.20)*
-.35 (.16)*

[3.35, 4.03]
[-.51, .13]
[.04, .43]
[.13, .64]
[-.86, -.08]
[-.67, -.03]

.20
11.63***

Step 2
Constant
3.69 (.20)***
[3.30, 4.08]
Gender
-.19 (.17)
[-.52, .13]
Affective Trust
.23 (.10)*
[.04, .43]
Cognitive Trust
.38 (13)**
[.13, .64]
Nosiness Condition
-.47 (.26)
[-.98, .05]
Competitive Psychological Climate
-.36 (.23)
[-.80, .09]
Nosiness Condition × Competitive Psychological Climate
.01 (.33)
[-.64, .65]
2
∆R
.00
∆F
.00
Note. N=244-247. For gender, 50% of respondents who reported their gender were female
(coded as 1).
* p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001

Table 21: Results for moderating effect of interpersonal liking on the relationship between
coworker nosiness and information relevance
Step 1
Constant
Gender
Affective Trust
Cognitive Trust
Nosiness Condition
Interpersonal Liking
R2
F

B (SE)

95% CI

3.49 (.18)***
-.19 (.17)
.24 (.11)*
.41 (.13)**
-.43 (.20)*
.00 (.18)

[3.14, 3.84]
[-.52, .14]
[.03, .46]
[.15, .66]
[-.83, -.04]
[-.35, .35]

.18
10.48***

Step 2
Constant
3.54 (.20)***
[3.15, 3.92]
Gender
-.18 (.17)
[-.51, .15]
Affective Trust
.25 (.11)*
[.04, .46]
Cognitive Trust
.40 (.13)**
[.15, .66]
Nosiness Condition
-.54 (.27)*
[-1.07, -.01]
Interpersonal Liking
-.09 (.24)
[-.56, .38]
Nosiness Condition × Interpersonal Liking
.19 (.33)
[-.46, .83]
∆R2
.00
∆F
.34
Note. N=244-247. For gender, 50% of respondents who reported their gender were female
(coded as 1).
* p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001
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Table 22: Results for moderating effect of hostile attribution bias on the relationship between
coworker nosiness and information relevance

Step 1
Constant
Gender
Affective Trust
Cognitive Trust
Nosiness Condition
Hostile Attribution Bias
R2
F

B (SE)

95% CI

3.49 (.15)***
-.19 (.17)
.24 (.10)*
.41 (.13)**
-.43 (.20)*
.02 (.11)

[3.20, 3.78]
[-.51, .14]
[.05, .44]
[.15, .67]
[-.82, -.04]
[-.19, .23]

.18
10.49***

Step 2
Constant
3.49 (.15)***
[3.20, 3.78]
Gender
-.19 (.17)
[-.51, .14]
Affective Trust
.24 (.10)*
[.05, .44]
Cognitive Trust
.41 (.13)**
[.15, .67]
Nosiness Condition
-.43 (.20)*
[-.82, -.04]
Hostile Attribution Bias
.03 (.16)
[-.28, .35]
Nosiness Condition × Hostile Attribution Bias
-.02 (.22)
[-.45, .41]
2
∆R
.00
∆F
.01
Note. N=244-247. For gender, 50% of respondents who reported their gender were female
(coded as 1).
* p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001
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Table 23: Results for moderating effect of agreeableness on the relationship between coworker
nosiness and information relevance

Step 1
Constant
Gender
Affective Trust
Cognitive Trust
Nosiness Condition
Agreeableness
R2
F

B (SE)

95% CI

3.47 (.15)***
-.14 (.17)
.24 (.10)*
.40 (.13)**
-.43 (.20)*
-.15 (.14)

[3.17, 3.76]
[-.48, .19]
[.04, .44]
[.15, .66]
[-.82, -.04]
[-.43, .14]

.18
10.73***

Step 2
Constant
3.48 (.15)***
[3.18, 3.77]
Gender
-.15 (.17)
[-.49, .19]
Affective Trust
.25 (.10)*
[.05, .44]
Cognitive Trust
.39 (.13)**
[.13, .65]
Nosiness Condition
-.44 (.20)*
[-.83,-.05]
Agreeableness
.00 (.18)
[-.36, .36]
Nosiness Condition × Agreeableness
-.37 (.28)
[-.93, .19]
∆R2
.01
∆F
1.72
Note. N=244-247. For gender, 50% of respondents who reported their gender were female
(coded as 1).
* p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001
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Response Warmth
In addition to examining how coworker nosiness results in knowledge sharing and
knowledge hiding, I was also interested in whether coworker nosiness predicts the affective tone,
or the level of warmth, individuals use when sharing information with others. After controlling
for the effect of gender, results did not support a relationship between the coworker nosiness and
response warmth (B=-.18, SE=.11, ∆R2=.01, p=.11). The full results for this multiple regression
analysis are provided in Table 24. In a single multiple regression model including gender,
affective trust, cognitive trust, and information relevance as predictors of response warmth (see
Table 25), results supported a positive relationship between cognitive trust and response warmth
(B=.21, SE=.08, p<.01). Neither affective trust nor information relevance were found to predict
response warmth after accounting for the variance in response warmth that was explained by the
other predictors included in the model.
Given that out of the three mediators described thus far (affective trust, cognitive trust,
and information relevance) only cognitive trust was found to predict response warmth, I tested
whether cognitive trust mediated a relationship between coworker nosiness and response
warmth. Using the same bootstrapping method described earlier, results found a negative and
statistically significant indirect relationship between coworker nosiness and response warmth
through cognitive trust after holding constant the effects of gender, affective trust, and
information relevance on response warmth (B=-.16, SE=.07, 95% CI= [-.31, -.03], p<.05). Given
that results failed to support a direct relationship between coworker nosiness and response
warmth, this finding supports the notion that feelings of cognitive trust fully mediate or explain
the effect of coworker nosiness on the affective tone information targets use when responding to
requests for information or knowledge from their coworkers. Since none of the moderators (i.e.,
competitive psychological climate, interpersonal liking, hostile attribution bias, agreeableness)
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influenced relationships between coworker nosiness and any of the three mediators that were
tested (i.e., affective trust, cognitive trust, information relevance), I did not test conditional
indirect effects on response warmth.
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Table 24: Regression results for the effect of coworker nosiness on response warmth

Step 1
Constant
Gender
R2
F
Step 2
Constant
Gender
Coworker Nosiness
∆R2
∆F
Note. N=244-247.
* p<.05; *** p<.001

B (SE)

95% CI

3.56 (.08)***
.36 (.11)**

[3.41, 3.72]
[.14, .58]
.04
10.32**

3.64 (.09)***
.36 (.11)**
-.18 (.11)

[3.46, 3.83]
[.14, .58]
[-.39, .04]
.01
2.52
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Table 25: Regression results for the effect of coworker nosiness on response warmth

Constant
Gender
Affective Trust
Cognitive Trust
Information Relevance
R2
F
Note. N=244-247.
* p<.05; *** p<.001

B (SE)
3.52 (.08)***
.44 (.11)***
.02 (.06)
.21 (.08)**
.06 (.04)

95% CI
[3.37, 3.67]
[.22, .66]
[-.11, .14]
[.06, .36]
[-.03, .14]
.10
6.58***
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Analyses with no Covariates
I conducted each of the primary analyses reported for Study 1 without including any
covariates. Results from these analyses largely resembled findings from analyses that included
control variables. The only differences were found for relationships where affective trust was
included as either the predictor or the mediator. Previously, no statistically significant
relationships were found between affective trust and observer-rated knowledge sharing, selfrated knowledge hiding, or observer-rated knowledge hiding when including covariates.
However, with no covariates included, results indicated a positive relationship between affective
trust and observer-rated knowledge sharing (B=.38, SE=.12, R2=.04, p<.01), and negative
relationships between affective trust and both self-rated knowledge hiding (B=-.24, SE=.08,
R2=.04, p<.01) and observer-rated knowledge hiding (B=-.21, SE=.07, R2=.04, p<.01). Similarly,
the three indirect effects that included these component paths were found to be statistically
significant, whereas no significant effects were found when covariates were included. In
particular, when including no covariates, results showed a positive indirect relationship between
cognitive trust and observer-rated knowledge sharing through affective trust (B=.20, SE=.08,
95% CI= [.06, .37], p<.05), and negative indirect relationships between cognitive trust and selfrated knowledge hiding (B=-.10, SE=.04, 95% CI= [-.20, -.03], p<.05) and observer-rated
knowledge hiding (B=-.16, SE=.07, 95% CI= [.04, .32], p<.05). It is worth noting that cognitive
trust is moderately correlated with affective trust (r=-.38), and given cognitive trust’s
relationships with these outcomes, it is not surprising that its inclusion as a control variable
changes the nature of the findings for affective trust.
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STUDY 1 DISCUSSION
Overall, there were several noteworthy results of Study 1. Beginning with the
hypothesized effects, results supported the notion that employees tend to share less knowledge
with and hide more knowledge from their nosy coworkers compared to their non-nosy
coworkers. These findings were largely consistent regardless of whether knowledge sharing or
knowledge hiding were measured using self-report or observer-rated methods. However, when it
came to explaining why these relationships occurred, results provided little to no support for the
mediating effect of affective trust on relationships between perceived coworker nosiness and
either knowledge sharing or knowledge hiding. In fact, data from Study 1 suggested that rather
than there being a negative relationship between perceptions of coworker nosiness and feelings
of affective trust toward nosy coworkers, that instead higher levels of perceived coworker
nosiness may result in higher levels of affective trust. Despite this unexpected relationship
between coworker nosiness and affective trust, results failed to support an indirect relationship
between coworker nosiness and either knowledge sharing or knowledge hiding through affective
trust. Moreover, results provided no support for moderating effects of competition, interpersonal
liking, hostile attribution bias, or agreeableness on relationships between coworker nosiness and
affective trust.
There are at least two possible reasons for the unexpected positive relationship between
coworker nosiness and affective trust. The first explanation concerns the way in which perceived
coworker nosiness was manipulated. Nosy behaviors are more-frequent-than-normal
information-seeking behaviors meant to obtain irrelevant and often personal information about
others. However, the absence of nosy behavior is not utter indifference to the lives of others
around you. Rather, those who do not engage in nosy behavior may still seek out personal
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information from others, but do so in ways that are congruent with the social norms present in a
given context. In the high-nosiness conditions, participants read statements about a fictitious
coworker, Alex, which said things like: “Alex is a very nosy employee” and “Alex displays a
general interest in your life outside of work.” On the contrary, those in the low-nosiness
conditions read statements saying: “Alex typically does not reach out to you for information” and
“Alex practically never asks about personal matters concerning your health, family, and social
life beyond what comes up during natural conversation.” Although, as previously reported, those
in the high-nosiness condition rated their coworker, Alex, as significantly more nosy than those
in the low-nosiness condition, it is also possible that the nosiness manipulation conveyed
information about how much Alex cared about the participants’ well-being, especially
considering those in the high-nosiness condition read the statement: “Alex displays a general
interest in your life outside of work by asking you questions about personal matters concerning
your health, family, and social life.” Accordingly, those who were provided information
suggesting that Alex cared about their well-being (high-nosiness condition) were more likely to
feel higher levels of affective trust toward Alex than those who were provided information
suggesting that Alex did not care about them at all (low-nosiness condition).
The second explanation concerns a recently identified misconception about the
detrimental impact of asking sensitive questions. In their recently published article that included
five studies using a combination of experimental and non-experimental designs, Hart, VanEpps,
and Schweitzer (2021) asserted that information seekers who ask sensitive questions almost
always overestimate the discomfort their questions cause information targets. In fact, these
authors stated: “questions can be used to express interest in others […], can improve
interpersonal impressions and the quality of future interactions [….], [and] can also increase
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liking by enabling respondents to talk about themselves […] which can increase perceptions of
interpersonal closeness” (Hart et al., 2021, p. 137). As such, nosy coworkers, through
demonstrating an interest in others at work, may boost their trustworthiness as rated by their
fellow coworkers, which may explain why participants felt greater affective trust toward Alex
when Alex was described as nosy compared to when Alex was described as not nosy.
Regardless of why more stronger perceptions of coworker nosiness resulted in more
affective trust, results largely failed to support relationships between affective trust and either
knowledge sharing or knowledge hiding. I found no theoretical rationale refuting the notion that
individuals tend to share knowledge with those they trust and/or are more likely to withhold
knowledge from those do not trust. However, impression management may offer an explanation
for these non-significant relationships. Researchers have suggested that people may be more
likely to engage in socially undesirable or unethical ways (e.g., lying, stealing, cheating) when
they believe there is a low likelihood that others will detect such behavior (Berry, Carpenter, &
Barratt, 2012). In Study 1, a fictitious coworker, Alex, requested performance information about
participants’ store sales. This information was provided to participants in the form of a typed
sales report. Participants were asked to type a response back to Alex. Despite the fictitious
situation, participants were likely aware that their responses would be read by research personnel
and that research personnel could determine whether or not they were being truthful and candid
in their typed email responses. This may have led participants to share the requested information
in Study 1 regardless of whether or not they would have acted similarly if a comparable situation
were to unfold in the real world. Additionally, given the fictitious scenario, participants had very
little motive to hide or withhold information from their coworkers beyond reasons included in
the fictitious vignettes. Lastly, given that prior research on the relationship between trust and
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knowledge provision outcomes finds small to moderate effects, it is likely the case that a having
a small sample size did not afford enough power to detect these effects.
Results indicated that cognitive trust mediated relationships between perceived coworker
nosiness and both knowledge sharing and hiding, with stronger perceptions of coworker nosiness
leading to less cognitive trust, and lower cognitive trust leading to less knowledge sharing and
more knowledge hiding. These effects stand in stark contrast to the previously discussed
relationships involving affective trust. One reason that cognitive trust was better at explaining
relationships between perceived coworker nosiness and knowledge provision outcomes in Study
1 is that the only questions that were asked by the coworker in the vignettes were all about the
participants’ store sales information. The rationale behind asking questions about participants’
store sales was to present questions that had a true right or wrong answer, that participants could
provide varying levels of information in their typed responses, and that both participants and a
team of blinded research personnel could rate the extent to which participants shared or hid
knowledge in their typed responses. In a performance setting such as the workplace, asking
numerous questions about coworker’s performance may signal a lack of confidence in one’s own
ability to perform his or her job regardless of whether the information seeker and information
target are explicitly involved in a competition (Lee, 1997, 2002). Hence, the type of information
requested in the experiment may have made cognitive trust far more salient and consequential
with regard to knowledge provision outcomes than affective trust.
Some of the factors previously mentioned may also serve to explain why none of the
hypothesized moderating effects were supported in Study 1. Impression management, social
desirability bias, as well as weak motive to share or hide requested information may have led to
range restriction of the primary outcome variables of knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding.
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This means that larger sample sizes would be needed to detect certain effects involving these
variables. Despite the prevalence of hypothesizing moderating effects in the organizational
sciences, researchers echo the fact that many, if not most tests of moderating effects are severely
underpowered (Murphy & Russell, 2017; O’Boyle, Banks, Carter, Walter, & Yuan, 2019).
Although nearly 500 individuals participated in Study 1, almost half of these participants were
dropped before conducting final analyses due to evidence indicating that these participants did
not fully understand information presented in the experiment and/or were not paying close
attention when responding to the survey. This resulted in a much smaller sample which may have
led to inadequate power to detect the hypothesized effects.
Central to the newly-defined perceived coworker nosiness construct is the extent to which
requested information is perceived as either relevant or irrelevant. That is, perceptions of
nosiness are formed when information targets perceive that information seekers are constantly
requesting information that is irrelevant and, in many cases, overly personal in nature. In this
experiment, coworker nosiness was manipulated by describing a fictitious coworker’s prior
behavior as nosy or not nosy. However, in each of the eight experimental conditions, participants
read the same email message sent to them from their coworker, Alex. In other words, those who
were randomly assigned to one of the four high-nosiness conditions read the exact same email as
those who were randomly assigned to one of the four low-nosiness conditions. Despite the
consistency of the email, those who were randomly assigned to one of the four high-nosiness
conditions reported that the information that Alex requested from them was significantly less
relevant to Alex as compared to those where were randomly assigned to one of the four lownosiness conditions. Moreover, information relevance mediated relationships between perceived
coworker nosiness and both knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding outcomes. While
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perceptions of information relevance play a large role in the formation of nosiness perceptions,
these findings indicate that employees may automatically assume that requested information is
irrelevant when the information seeker is a coworker with a reputation of being a nosy
individual. The implications of this are quite severe, suggesting that once an employee is labeled
a “nosy coworker,” others are less likely to provide information or knowledge with them,
especially since it is likely very challenging for the employee to change their nosy reputation
(Cravens & Oliver, 2006; Digirolamo & Hintzman, 1997; Flatt & Kowalczyk, 2011; Human,
Sandstrom, Biesanz, & Dunn, 2013; Zinko, Ferris, Humphrey, Meyer, & Aime, 2012).
There is a need to understand the affective tone that employees use when sharing
information with one another beyond simply considering whether employees choose to share or
hide information from one another. Given that employees may think of their nosy coworkers as
nuisances, it is possible that when providing requested information to nosy coworkers,
information providers may purposefully or inadvertently choose to share knowledge or
information using a tone that does not exhibit much warmth. Moreover, when employees feel
compelled to fully share requested information with others even though they may not want to,
they may choose to share this knowledge or information by displaying little to no warmth to
information seekers. Not surprisingly, results from Study 1 supported the notion that perceived
coworker nosiness is negatively associated with the warmth participants demonstrated in their
typed responses to their coworker’s information requests. However, results found that neither
affective trust nor cognitive trust mediated this effect.

Strengths and Limitations
There were a few noteworthy strengths of Study 1. In particular, measuring the primary
outcome variables of knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding using both self-report and
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observer-rated methods reduced the potential for common method bias as an explanation of
statistically significant results involving these two variables (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, &
Podsakoff, 2003). Moreover, using an experimental design afforded a deal of control over
manipulating coworker nosiness which may be a rather low base-rate phenomenon in real-world
work contexts.
At the same time, there were some limitations of Study 1. As mentioned previously, the
phrasing of the low-nosiness condition of the coworker nosiness experimental manipulation may
have contributed to the unexpected, positive relationship between coworker nosiness and
affective trust. Moreover, the fictitious nature of the experiment might not have provided much
motive for participants to respond in accordance with how they would have responded in a
similar, real-world situation regardless of other factors that were manipulated in the study.
Although I hypothesized that perceptions of coworker nosiness would predict feelings of
affective trust and that affective trust would then predict the degree to which employees share
knowledge with or hide knowledge from their coworkers, the cross-sectional nature of Study 1
did not allow me to make firm, causal conclusions. Therefore, despite finding significant indirect
effects of perceived coworker nosiness on both knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding
through cognitive trust, it is possible that feelings of trust determine the degree to which
employees appraise their coworkers as nosy. If this were the case, trust and coworker nosiness
would trade places in the theoretical model with trust as the predictor and coworker nosiness as
the mediator. Although the experimental design allowed a great deal of control over which
factors were manipulated in the study, experimental research may inadvertently reduce the
generalizability of the research findings. While results supported the effectiveness of each of the
three experimental manipulations, the mean differences between the two conditions for both the
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competitive psychological climate manipulation and the interpersonal liking manipulation were
considerably small, especially in comparison to the mean difference observed between the two
conditions of the nosiness manipulation. This may indicate that these two experimental
manipulations were not strong enough, which may limit the ability to detect statistically
significant moderating effects involving either of these variables. Lastly, despite the focus of the
research on the impacts of perceived coworker nosiness, a substantial portion of those who
participated in Study 1 indicated that they were not employed at the time of participation. This
may also reduce the generalizability of these findings given that those who are currently
employed may interpret the experimental vignettes in different ways than those who are not
employed.
Fortunately, many of these limitations can be addressed by supplementing Study 1 with
an additional study that uses a different research design. Rather than manipulating coworker
nosiness, interpersonal liking, and competitive psychological climate, established measures of
these constructs can be administered to a sample of currently employed individuals to understand
better how, why, and under which conditions employees respond to coworker nosiness in their
own workplaces. Furthermore, by administering measures of perceived coworker nosiness, trust,
knowledge sharing, knowledge hiding and other study variables across multiple timepoints, I can
reduce the potential for common method bias as well as have more confidence when making
causal conclusions about the hypothesized relationships. Accordingly, I conducted a second
study that used a time-lagged survey design to build on the findings and address many of the
limitations present in Study 1.
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SUTDY 2 METHOD
Participants and Procedure
1000 participants recruited using Prolific’s online research panel were invited to
complete a brief screening survey to determine whether they met eligibility requirements to
participate in the study. To participate, individuals must be at least 18 years of age, understand
(read/write) English, reside in the United States, work at least an average of 20 hours each week
for paid employment, and have at least one coworker with whom they regularly interact on a
weekly basis and in the same physical space. 402 individuals who best satisfied these inclusion
criteria were invited to participate in the first of three research surveys, which were spaced
roughly two weeks apart. Participants who completed the first survey, maintained eligibility to
continue participation, and satisfactorily passed several quality-control checks, were invited to
complete the second survey. This process was followed until all three research surveys were
distributed. Participants who completed the screening survey and the three research surveys
received $15.50 as remuneration for participating in this study. In the end, a total of 236
participants (58.7% of those who were invited to participate in the Time 1 survey) completed
each of the three research surveys. The final sample of participants were majority female (60.7%
of those who reported their gender), had an average age of 35.10 years (SD=9.66), an average
organizational tenure of 6.10 years (SD=5.13), and worked an average of 39.94 hours each week
(SD=7.11). Participants worked in a variety of industries including healthcare and social
assistance (18.5%), business and professional services (17.9%), education (14.0%), and retail
and wholesale trade (12.7%), which were the most commonly reported industries in the sample.
Regarding their ethnicities, participants were allowed to select as many ethnicities as they felt
represented their own racial/ethnic identities. Most identified as White or Caucasian American
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(81.8%), followed by Asian or Asian American (8.8%), Hispanic American or of Latin origin
(8.1%), and Black or African American (5.2%).
As mentioned earlier, one of the main reasons for using a time-lagged research design
was to examine more accurately the causal ordering of hypothesized relationships. Accordingly,
some of the primary study variables were measured on multiple surveys. On the first research
survey, participants provided the initials of a coworker with whom they frequently interact while
at work. These initials were piped into subsequent instructions and items for measures of
coworker nosiness, interpersonal liking, knowledge sharing, and knowledge hiding across each
of the three research surveys. After identifying a coworker, participants then responded to
measures of coworker nosiness, affective trust, cognitive trust, competitive psychological
climate, interpersonal liking, hostile attribution bias, agreeableness, and demographic
information. On the second survey, participants responded to identical measures of coworker
nosiness, affective trust, and cognitive trust as were included on the first survey. On the third
survey, participants responded to identical measures of knowledge sharing and knowledge
hiding. When completing the third survey, two participants indicated that they no longer worked
with the same coworker that they previously identified on an earlier survey. Accordingly, any
data these participants provided on the first two surveys was retained and their responses to
measures of knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding on the third survey was coded as missing
data.
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Measures
Coworker Nosiness
Coworker nosiness was measured using the same 10-item measure from Currie and
Holden (2020) that was used in Study 1. There was a strong, positive correlation between the
performance-related nosiness and non-performance-related nosiness factors when coworker
nosiness was measured at time 1 (r=.51, p<.001) as well as when coworker nosiness was
measured at time 2 (r=.63, p<.001). A second-order confirmatory factor analysis where five
items were loaded onto the non-performance-related nosiness factor, the remaining five items
were loaded onto the performance-related nosiness factor, and two first-order factors were
loaded onto a common factor of perceived coworker nosiness indicated that this factor structure
fit the data well as evidenced by various fit indices falling within acceptable ranges. More
specifically, although the chi-square for the model was statistically significant (χ2(32,
N=308)=71.99, p<.001) as is the case for many good-fitting models, the comparative fit index
(CFI) was .96 (slightly above the recommended value of .95), the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) was
.95 (at or above the recommended value of .95), the root mean square error of approximation
(RMSEA) was .06 (at or below the recommended value of .06), and the standardized root mean
square residual (SRMR) was .05, which was below the recommended value of .08 (Hu &
Bentler, 1999). Similar to the first study, these findings provide evidence for a general coworker
nosiness factor, and thus all ten items were averaged together to comprise the general index of
coworker nosiness. Internal consistency reliability in the form of Cronbach’s alpha (α) across the
full ten-item measure was .89 at time 1 and .92 at time 2.
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Knowledge Sharing
The same five-item measure from Connelly et al. (2012) that was used in Study 1 was
used in Study 2. Internal consistency reliability in the form of Cronbach’s alpha (α) for this
measure was .75 (time 3 only).

Knowledge Hiding
Knowledge hiding was measured by calculating the average among items from the
evasive hiding (four items), playing dumb (four items), and rationalized hiding subscales (four
items) of Connelly et al.’s (2012) knowledge hiding measure, similar to Study 1. A sample item
from the evasive hiding subscale read: “Agree to help my coworker but never really intend to.”
A sample item from the playing dumb subscale read: “Pretend that I do not know the
information.” A sample item from the rationalized hiding subscale read: “Explain that I would
like to tell my coworker, but am not supposed to.” The fifth subscale, knowledge hoarding,
appears to measure respondents’ tendencies to accumulate information, and has little to do with
knowledge sharing or hiding responses to actual requests for information. A sample item from
the knowledge hoarding subscale reads: “I am a ‘pack rat’ when it comes to information.”
Accordingly, I did not use this subscale to measure either knowledge sharing or knowledge
hiding. Internal consistency reliability in the form of Cronbach’s alpha (α) for this knowledge
hiding measure averaged across the three factors (evasive hiding, playing dumb, and rationalized
hiding) was .88 (time 3 only).
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Affective Trust
Affective trust was measured using the same five-item scale by McAllister (1995) that
was used in Study 1. Internal consistency reliability in the form of Cronbach’s alpha (α) for this
measure was .86 at time 1 and .88 at time 2.

Competitive Psychological Climate
Competitive psychological climate was measured using the four-item measure by Brown
et al. (1998). Participants responded to each item on a scale ranging from 1 (Strongly disagree)
to 5 (Strongly agree). A sample item from this measure read: “My coworkers frequently compare
their performance with mine.” Internal consistency reliability in the form of Cronbach’s alpha
(α) for this measure was .86 (time 1 only).

Interpersonal Liking
Interpersonal liking was measured using the same four-item scale by Wayne and Ferris
(1990) that was used in Study 1. Internal consistency reliability in the form of Cronbach’s alpha
(α) for this measure was .97 (time 1 only).

Hostile Attribution Bias
I used the same six-item measure of hostile attribution bias by Adams and John (1997)
that was used in Study 1. Internal consistency reliability in the form of Cronbach’s alpha (α) for
this measure was .83 (time 1 only).
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Agreeableness
As in Study 1, agreeableness was assessed using Goldberg’s (1999) 10-item measure.
Internal consistency reliability in the form of Cronbach’s alpha (α) for this measure was .91
(time 1 only).

Control Variables
Similar to Study 1, I included age, gender, extraversion, and neuroticism as potential
controls. Participants reported their age in years as discrete whole numbers. When reporting
gender, participants were not forced to choose from one of two gendered terms (i.e., male or
female). However, given the very small number of participants who select an option other than
“male” or “female,” gender was recoded to include data from participants who selected either of
these terms; all other responses were treated as missing data. Extraversion and neuroticism were
each assessed on the time 1 survey with separate 10-item measures by Goldberg (1999).
Cronbach’s alpha (α) was .95 for extraversion and .91 for neuroticism. Furthermore, research
finds that negative affect may inhibit control and self-regulation of behavior (Carver & Scheier,
1990). As such, I also included negative affect as a potential control in Study 2. I used the 10item measure of negative affect by Watson, Clark, and Tellegen (1988). Participants indicated
the extent to which they felt a particular emotion over the past two weeks on a scale ranging
from 1 (Very slightly or not at all) to 5 (Extremely). Sample items from this measure read:
“upset,” “distressed,” and “nervous.” Internal consistency reliability in the form of Cronbach’s
alpha (α) for this measure was .91 (time 1 only). I included cognitive trust as an additional
covariate whenever affective trust was modeled as the focal predictor variable. This was done to
determine whether affective trust explained variance in each outcome variable beyond that which
has already been explained by cognitive trust. Cognitive trust was measured using the same six95

item scale by McAllister (1995) that was used in Study 1. Internal consistency reliability in the
form of Cronbach’s alpha (α) for cognitive trust was .82 at time 1 and .83 at time 2.
The complete set of items collected from participants in Study 2 are provided in
Appendix A.
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STUDY 2 RESULTS
Analyses
A combination of hierarchical linear regression analyses and mediation analyses using
the bootstrapping method was employed to test relationships among variables collected in Study
2. I also used confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and structural equation modeling (SEM) when
conducting some exploratory analyses. Generally, control variables were entered in the first step
and the focal predictor variable was added to the model in the second step when conducting
multiple regression analyses. I estimated all indirect effects using the bootstrapping method with
10,000 bootstrapped samples. To reduce the potential for multicollinearity, continuous variables
were mean-centered, interaction terms were constructed using the product of mean-centered
continuous variables, and these mean-centered variables were used when testing regression
analyses including mediation models. I used IBM SPSS version 25 and Mplus version 7 to
conduct the analyses for Study 2.
As shown in Table 26, which provides the descriptive statistics, internal consistency
reliability, and intercorrelations among variables in Study 2, several of the measured control
variables correlated significantly with the primary dependent variables (knowledge sharing and
knowledge hiding) as well as the proposed mediator (affective trust). Specifically, extraversion
was positively correlated with affective trust at time 1 (r=.22) and time 2 (r=.16) and negative
affect was negative correlated with affective trust at time 1 (r=-.12). Moreover, neuroticism
correlated with all dependent variables including affective trust at time 1 (r=-.27) and time 2 (r=.18) and knowledge sharing (r=-.25) and hiding (r=.22), both of which were measured at time 3.
As was done in Study 1, I also tested models including cognitive trust as the mediator in place of
affective trust. Moreover, I ran analyses to test the proposed causal ordering of the coworker
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nosiness-trust relationship. Hence, coworker nosiness was modeled as the dependent variable in
several analyses. Neuroticism was also found to correlate with cognitive trust both at time 1 (r=.20) and time 2 (r=-.16), as well as coworker nosiness at time 1 (r=.19). Lastly, correlations
between affective trust and cognitive trust ranged between .53 and .63 across both the time 1 and
time 2 measurements. To determine whether affective trust explained a statistically significant
amount of variance in any given dependent variable over that explained by cognitive trust (and
vice versa), I included cognitive trust as a covariate in all models where affective trust was the
focal predictor variable and included affective trust as a covariate when testing models where
cognitive trust was the focal predictor variable.
In accordance with best practices provided by Becker (2005), only those control variables
that were significantly correlated with another variable were included in models wherein that
other variable was modeled as the dependent variable. In only rare instances did I not follow this
rule. One such example where I did not follow this rule is when testing models with coworker
nosiness measured at time 2 as the dependent variable. Despite there being no statistically
significant relationship between neuroticism (time 1) and coworker nosiness (time 2), there was a
statistically significant relationship between neuroticism (time 1) and coworker nosiness (time
1). As such, neuroticism was included as a covariate whenever coworker nosiness was the
dependent variable.
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Table 26: Summary of Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations among Variables Measured at Time 1-3 in Study 2

Variable
M (SD)
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
1. CN T1
2.41 (.82)
.89
2. CN T2
2.41 (.91)
.62
.92
3. AT T1
3.92 (.76)
-.16 -.20 .86
4. AT T2
3.81 (.79)
-.18 -.20 .77
.88
5. CPC T1
2.53 (1.00)
.36
.29 -.09 -.07 .86
6. Liking T1
4.42 (.66)
-.36 -.28 .73
.67 -.15 .97
7. Agree T1
3.99 (.70)
-.06 -.02 .45
.42
.01
.36
.91
8. HAB T1
2.72 (.84)
.31
.24 -.23 -.22 .25 -.23 -.33 .83
9. KS T3
4.01 (.58)
-.08 -.09 .42
.41
.01
.36
.40 -.22 .75
10. KH T3
1.67 (.56)
.47
.37 -.30 -.32 .28 -.32 -.20 .39 -.36
.88
11. CT T1
4.11 (.70)
-.44 -.41 .55
.53 -.18 .67
.29 -.32 .36
-.49 .82
12. CT T2
4.01 (.76)
-.43 -.43 .53
.63 -.20 .58
.27 -.32 .37
-.53 .78
.83
13. Age
35.10 (9.66)
-.07 -.12 -.01 -.08 -.02 .00
.07 -.18 -.01 -.13 .01 -.01
-14. Gender±
.39 (.49)
-.04
.01 -.08 -.07 -.16 -.01 .11 -.06 .03
-.05 .03 -.02 .04
-15. Extrav T1
2.87 (1.00)
.07
.11
.22
.16
.11
.20
.24 -.15 -.01
.05
.08
.04
.10 -.03 .95
16. Neuro T1
2.49 (.85)
.19
.12 -.27 -.18 -.02 -.20 -.29 .31 -.25
.22 -.20 -.16 -.23 .17 -.31 .91
17. NA T1
1.51 (.64)
.09
.07 -.12 -.05 -.03 -.04 -.15 .21 -.09
.11 -.10 -.10 -.15 -.00 -.19 .61
.91
Note. N = 234-308. Agree = Agreeableness; AT = Affective Trust; CN = Coworker Nosiness; CPC = Competitive Psychological Climate; CT = Cognitive
Trust; Extrav = Extraversion; HAB = Hostile Attribution Bias; KH = Knowledge Hiding; KS = Knowledge Sharing; NA = Negative Affect; Neuro =
Neuroticism; T1-T3 = Surveys at Time 1 through 3. Internal consistency reliability in the form of Cronbach’s alpha (α) coefficients are shown on along the
diagonal.
±
Indicates categorical variable with no meaningful mean. For gender, 50.5% of respondents were female (coded as 1).
Asterisks (*) were omitted to conserve space; all rs ≥ |.13| are significant at the .05 level; all rs ≥ |.17| are significant at the .01 level

Hypothesis Testing
Main Effects
In Hypotheses 1 and 2, I expected there to be a negative relationship between perceived
coworker nosiness and knowledge sharing and a positive relationship between coworker nosiness
and knowledge hiding, respectively. After controlling for neuroticism (time 1), a hierarchical
linear regression analysis failed to support a relationship between coworker nosiness (time 1) and
knowledge sharing (time 3; B=-.03, SE=.05, ∆R2=.00, p=.59). Hence, Hypothesis 1 was not
supported. However, after controlling for neuroticism (time 1), a separate hierarchical linear
regression analysis found support for a positive relationship between coworker nosiness (time 1)
and knowledge hiding (time 3; B=.31, SE=.04, ∆R2=.19, p<.001). Therefore, Hypothesis 2 was
fully supported. The full regression results for Hypotheses 1 and 2 are provided in Table 27.

Table 27: Regression results for Hypotheses 1-2 in Study 2

Hypothesis 1
Coworker Nosiness (Time 1) →
Knowledge Sharing (Time 3)

Step 1
Constant
Neuroticism (Time 1)
R2
F
Step 2
Constant
Neuroticism (Time 1)
Coworker Nosiness (Time 1)
∆R2
∆F
Note. N=234.
* p<.05; *** p<.001

Hypothesis 2
Coworker Nosiness (Time 1) →
Knowledge Hiding (Time 3)

B (SE)

95% CI

B (SE)

95% CI

4.01 (.04)***
-.17 (.04)***

[3.94, 4.08]
[-.26, -.09]

1.67 (.04)***
.14 (.04)***

[1.60, 1.74]
[.06, .23]

.06
15.58***

4.01 (.04)***
-.17 (.04)***
-.03 (.05)

.05
11.50***

[3.93, 4.08]
[-.25, -.08]
[-.12, .07]
.00
.30

1.68 (.03)***
.09 (.04)*
.31 (.04)***

[1.62, 1.75]
[.01, .16]
[.23, .39]
.19
57.26***

Indirect Effects
In Hypothesis 3, I expected that higher levels of perceived coworker nosiness would
predict fewer feelings of affective trust toward the nosy coworker. In a hierarchical linear
regression analysis where extraversion (time 1), neuroticism (time 1), and negative affect (time
1) were all included as covariates, results supported a negative relationship between coworker
nosiness (time 1) and affective trust (time 2; B=-.16, SE=.06, ∆R2=.03, p<.01). Therefore,
Hypothesis 3 was supported. Hypotheses 4 and 5 maintained that there would be a positive
relationship between affective trust and knowledge sharing and a negative relationship between
affective trust and knowledge hiding, respectively. A hierarchical linear regression analyses that
included neuroticism (time 1) and cognitive trust (time 2) as covariates found support for a
positive relationship between affective trust (time 2) and knowledge sharing (time 3; B=.21,
SE=.06, ∆R2=.05, p<.001). However, a separate analysis including the same covariates failed to
find support for a negative relationship between affective trust (time 2) and knowledge hiding
(time 3; B=.00, SE=.05, ∆R2=.00, p=.93). As such, Hypothesis 4 was supported, but Hypothesis 5
was not supported. The full regression results for Hypotheses 3 through 5 are provided in Tables
28 and 29.
After controlling for the effects of extraversion (time 1), neuroticism (time 1), negative
affect (time 1), and cognitive trust (time 2), results found support for a small, but statistically
significant positive indirect effect of coworker nosiness (time 1) on knowledge sharing (time 3)
through affective trust (time 2; B=.03, SE=.02, 95% CI= [.01, .07], p<.05). However, I expected
that a negative relationship between coworker nosiness and affective trust paired with a positive
relationship between affective trust and knowledge sharing would yield a negative indirect effect

of coworker nosiness on knowledge sharing through affective trust. Hence, Hypothesis 6 was not
supported. Despite affective trust measured at time 2 not predicting knowledge hiding at time 3,
it is still possible for a statistically significant indirect effect to emerge without all constituent
paths of the indirect effect being statistically significant (Hayes, 2009). However, after including
the same variables as covariates, results failed to support an indirect effect of coworker nosiness
(time 1) on knowledge hiding (time 3) through affective trust (time 2; B=-.01, SE=.01, 95% CI=
[-.04, .00], p>.05). Hence, Hypothesis 7 was not supported.
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Table 28: Regression results for Hypothesis 3 in Study 2

Hypothesis 3
Coworker Nosiness (Time 1) → Affective Trust (Time 2)
B (SE)
95% CI
Step 1
Constant
Extraversion (Time 1)
Neuroticism (Time 1)
Negative Affect (Time 1)
R2
F
Step 2
Constant
Extraversion (Time 1)
Neuroticism (Time 1)
Negative Affect (Time 1)
Coworker Nosiness (Time 1)
∆R2
∆F
Note. N=257.
* p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001

3.81 (.05)***
.09 (.05)
-.18 (.07)*
.10 (.10)

[3.72, 3.91]
[-.01, .19]
[-.32, -.03]
[-.08, .29]
.05
4.34**

3.81 (.05)***
.11 (.05)*
-.14 (.07)
.10 (.09)
-.16 (.06)**

[3.72, 3.91]
[.02, .21]
[-.28, .01]
[-.09, .28]
[-.28, -.05]
.03
7.60**
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Table 29: Regression results for Hypotheses 4-5 in Study 2

Hypothesis 4
Affective Trust (Time 2) →
Knowledge Sharing (Time 3)

Step 1
Constant
Neuroticism (Time 1)
Cognitive Trust (Time 2)
R2
F
Step 2
Constant
Neuroticism (Time 1)
Cognitive Trust (Time 2)
Affective Trust (Time 2)
∆R2
∆F
Note. N=234.
* p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001

Hypothesis 5
Affective Trust (Time 2) → Knowledge
Hiding (Time 3)

B (SE)

95% CI

B (SE)

95% CI

4.00 (.04)***
-.13 (.04)**
.26 (.05)***

[3.93, 4.07]
[-.22, -.05]
[.17, .35]

1.68 (.03)***
.09 (.04)*
-.39 (.04)***

[1.62, 1.74]
[.02, .16]
[-.47, -.30]

.17
23.83***

4.00 (.03)***
-.12 (.04)**
.14 (.06)*
.21 (.06)***
.05
13.97***

.30
50.08***

[3.94, 4.07]
[-.20, -.04]
[.03, .25]
[.10, .32]

1.68 (.03)***
.09 (.04)*
-.39 (.05)***
.00 (.05)

[1.62, 1.74]
[.02, .16]
[-.49, -.29]
[-.10, .11]
.00
.01

Moderating Effects
Hypotheses 8, 11, 14, and 17 maintained that the competitive psychological climate,
interpersonal liking, hostile attribution bias, and agreeableness would moderate the relationship
between coworker nosiness and affective trust, respectively. A series of hierarchical linear
regression analyses, each of which controlled for the effects of extraversion (time 1), neuroticism
(time 1), and negative affect (time 1), failed to find support for a moderating effect of
competitive psychological climate (time 1; B=.07, SE=.05, ∆R2=.01, p=.17), interpersonal liking
(time 1; B=-.10, SE=.05, ∆R2=.01, p=.08), hostile attribution bias (time 1; B=.05, SE=.06,
∆R2=.00, p=.41), or agreeableness (time 1; B=.01, SE=.07, ∆R2=.01, p=.92) on the relationship
between coworker nosiness (time 1) and affective trust (time 2). Hence, Hypotheses 8, 11, 14,
and 17 were not supported. Since none of these interactions were statistically significant, I did
not test any of the hypothesized conditional indirect effects of coworker nosiness on either
knowledge sharing or knowledge hiding through affective trust. The full regression results for
Hypotheses 8, 11, 14, and 17 are provided in Tables 30 through 33.

Table 30: Regression results for Hypothesis 8 in Study 2
Hypothesis 8
Coworker Nosiness (Time 1) × Competitive Psychological Climate (Time 1) → Affective
Trust (Time 2)
B (SE)
95% CI
Step 1
Constant
3.81 (.05)*** [3.72, 3.91]
Extraversion (Time 1)
.12 (.05)*
[.02, .22]
Neuroticism (Time 1)
-.14 (.07)
[-.29, .00]
Negative Affect (Time 1)
.10 (.09)
[-.09, .28]
Coworker Nosiness (Time 1)
-.15 (.06)*
[-.27, -.02]
CPC (Time 1)
-.04 (.05)
[-.14, .07]
2
R
.08
F
4.28**
Step 2
Constant
Extraversion (Time 1)
Neuroticism (Time 1)
Negative Affect (Time 1)
Coworker Nosiness (Time 1)
CPC (Time 1)
Coworker Nosiness (Time 1) × CPC (Time 1)
∆R2
∆F
Note. N=257. CPC = Competitive Psychological Climate
* p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001
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3.79 (.05)*** [3.69, 3.89]
.12 (.05)*
[.02, .21]
-.14 (.07)
[-.28, .01]
.09 (.09)
[-.09, .28]
-.16 (.07)*
[-.29, -.03]
-.04 (.05)
[-.14, .07]
.07 (.05)
[-.03, .17]
.01
1.92

Table 31: Regression results for Hypothesis 11 in Study 2
Hypothesis 11
Coworker Nosiness (Time 1) × Interpersonal Liking (Time 1) → Affective Trust (Time 2)
B (SE)
95% CI
Step 1
Constant
3.81 (.04)*** [3.74, 3.89]
Extraversion (Time 1)
.01 (.04)
[-.07, .09]
Neuroticism (Time 1)
-.06 (.06)
[-.18, .05]
Negative Affect (Time 1)
.01 (.07)
[-.14, .15]
Coworker Nosiness (Time 1)
.09 (.05)
[-.01, .19]
Interpersonal Liking (Time 1)
.82 (.06)***
[.70, .94]
R2
.46
F
42.10***
Step 2
Constant
Extraversion (Time 1)
Neuroticism (Time 1)
Negative Affect (Time 1)
Coworker Nosiness (Time 1)
Interpersonal Liking (Time 1)
Coworker Nosiness (Time 1) × Interpersonal Liking (Time 1)
∆R2
∆F
Note. N=257.
*** p<.001
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3.79 (.04)*** [3.72, 3.89]
.00 (.04)
[-.07, .08]
-.06 (.06)
[-.17, .05]
.02 (.07)
[-.13, .16]
.09 (.05)
[-.01, .19]
.88 (.07)***
[.74, 1.02]
-.10 (.06)
[-.21, .01]
.01
3.16

Table 32: Regression results for Hypothesis 14 in Study 2
Hypothesis 14
Coworker Nosiness (Time 1) × Hostile Attribution Bias (Time 1) → Affective Trust (Time 2)
B (SE)
95% CI
Step 1
Constant
3.81 (.05)*** [3.72, 3.91]
Extraversion (Time 1)
.11 (.05)*
[.01, .20]
Neuroticism (Time 1)
-.11 (.07)
[-.26, .03]
Negative Affect (Time 1)
.10 (.09)
[-.08, .29]
Coworker Nosiness (Time 1)
-.13 (.06)*
[-.25, -.01]
Hostile Attribution Bias (Time 1)
-.13 (.06)*
[-.25, -.01]
R2
.09
F
5.18***
Step 2
Constant
Extraversion (Time 1)
Neuroticism (Time 1)
Negative Affect (Time 1)
Coworker Nosiness (Time 1)
Hostile Attribution Bias (Time 1)
Coworker Nosiness (Time 1) × Hostile Attribution Bias (Time 1)
∆R2
∆F
Note. N=257.
* p<.05; *** p<.001
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3.80(.05)*** [3.71, 3.90]
.10 (.05)*
[.00, .20]
-.11 (.07)
[-.25, .04]
.10 (.09)
[-.08, .29]
-.14 (.06)*
[-.26, -.02]
-.13 (.06)*
[-.25, -.01]
.05 (.06)
[-.07, .16]
.00
.69

Table 33: Regression results for Hypothesis 17 in Study 2
Hypothesis 17
Coworker Nosiness (Time 1) × Agreeableness (Time 1) → Affective Trust (Time 2)
B (SE)
95% CI
Step 1
Constant
3.82 (.04)*** [3.73, 3.90]
Extraversion (Time 1)
.04 (.05)
[-.06, .13]
Neuroticism (Time 1)
-.04 (.07)
[-.18, .10]
Negative Affect (Time 1)
.07 (.09)
[-.11, .24]
Coworker Nosiness (Time 1)
-.16 (.06)**
[-.27, -.05]
Agreeableness (Time 1)
.44 (.07)***
[.31, .58]
R2
.21
F
13.15***
Step 2
Constant
Extraversion (Time 1)
Neuroticism (Time 1)
Negative Affect (Time 1)
Coworker Nosiness (Time 1)
Agreeableness (Time 1)
Coworker Nosiness (Time 1) × Agreeableness (Time 1)
∆R2
∆F
Note. N=257.
** p<.01; *** p<.001
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3.82 (.04)*** [3.73, 3.90]
.04 (.05)
[-.06, .13]
-.04 (.07)
[-.18, .10]
.07 (.09)
[-.11, .24]
-.16 (.06)**
[-.27, -.05]
.44 (.07)***
[.31, .58]
.01 (.07)
[-.14, .15]
.00
.01

Supplemental and Exploratory Analyses
Cognitive Trust as Mediator
As was done in Study 1, I tested all relationships where affective trust was hypothesized
as the focal predictor or dependent variable by replacing affective trust with cognitive trust. First,
I tested whether perceptions of coworker nosiness predicted feelings of cognitive trust toward the
same coworker. Controlling for the effect of neuroticism (time 1), results of a hierarchical linear
regression analysis found a negative relationship between coworker nosiness (time 1) and
cognitive trust (time 2; B=-.39, SE=.05, ∆R2=.17, p<.001). Moreover, two separate hierarchical
linear regression analyses found support for a positive relationship between cognitive trust (time
2) and knowledge sharing (time 3; B=.14, SE=.06, ∆R2=.02, p<.05) and a negative relationship
between cognitive trust (time 2) and knowledge hiding (time 3; B=-.39, SE=.05, ∆R2=.17,
p<.001) after including neuroticism (time 1) and affective trust (time 2) as covariates. After
controlling for the effects of neuroticism (time 1) and affective trust (time 2), separate mediation
analyses found support for a negative indirect relationship between coworker nosiness (time 1)
and knowledge sharing (time 3) through cognitive trust (time 2; B=.05, SE=.02, 95% CI= [-.10, .01], p<.05) and a positive indirect relationship between coworker nosiness (time 1) and
knowledge hiding (time 3) through cognitive trust (time 2; B=.09, SE=.02, 95% CI= [.05, .13],
p<.05). Lastly, a series of hierarchical linear regression analyses, each of which controlled for the
effect neuroticism (time 1), failed to find support for a moderating effect of competitive
psychological climate (time 1; B=.04, SE=.05, ∆R2=.00, p=.44), interpersonal liking (time 1; B=.04, SE=.06, ∆R2=.00, p=.53), hostile attribution bias (time 1; B=.01, SE=.05, ∆R2=.00, p=.86), or
agreeableness (time 1; B=.10, SE=.07, ∆R2=.01, p=.14) on the relationship between coworker
nosiness (time 1) and cognitive trust (time 2). Since none of these interactions were statistically
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significant, I did not test any conditional indirect effects of coworker nosiness on either
knowledge sharing or knowledge hiding through cognitive trust. Full regression results for these
analyses are provided in Tables 34 through 39.
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Table 34: Regression results for the relationship between coworker nosiness (time 1) and
cognitive trust (time 2)

Step 1
Constant
Neuroticism (Time 1)
R2
F
Step 2
Constant
Neuroticism (Time 1)
Coworker Nosiness (Time 1)
∆R2
∆F
Note. N=257.
* p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001

B (SE)

95% CI

4.01 (.05)***
-.15 (.06)**

[3.91, 4.10]
[-.26, -.04]
.03
6.92**

4.00 (.04)***
-.08 (.05)
-.39 (.05)***

[3.92, 4.09]
[-.18, .02]
[-.49, -.28]
.17
52.35***
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Table 35: Regression results for relationships between cognitive trust (time 2) and knowledge sharing (time 3) and knowledge hiding
(time 3)

Cognitive Trust (Time 2) →
Knowledge Sharing (Time 3)

Step 1
Constant
Neuroticism (Time 1)
Affective Trust (Time 2)
R2
F
Step 2
Constant
Neuroticism (Time 1)
Affective Trust (Time 2)
Cognitive Trust(Time 2)
∆R2
∆F
Note. N=234.
* p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001

Cognitive Trust (Time 2) → Knowledge
Hiding (Time 3)

B (SE)

95% CI

B (SE)

95% CI

4.01 (.03)***
-.13 (.04)**
.29 (.05)***

[3.94, 4.07]
[-.21, -.05]
[.20, .38]

1.67 (.04)***
.11 (.04)**
-.22 (.05)***

[1.60, 1.74]
[.03, .19]
[-.31, -.13]

.20
28.60***

4.00 (.03)***
-.12 (.04)**
.21 (.06)***
.14 (.06)*

.13
17.69***

[3.94, 4.07]
[-.20, -.04]
[.10, .32]
[.03, .25]
.02
5.89*

1.68 (.03)***
.09 (.04)*
.00 (.05)
-.39 (.05)***

[1.62, 1.74]
[.02, .16]
[-.10, .11]
[-.49, -.29]
.17
56.59***

Table 36: Regression results for the moderating effect of competitive psychological climate (time
1) on the relationship between coworker nosiness (time 1) on cognitive trust (time 2) in Study 2

B (SE)
Step 1
Constant
Neuroticism (Time 1)
Coworker Nosiness (Time 1)
CPC (Time 1)
R2
F
Step 2
Constant
Neuroticism (Time 1)
Coworker Nosiness (Time 1)
CPC (Time 1)
Coworker Nosiness (Time 1) × CPC (Time 1)
∆R2
∆F
Note. N=257. CPC = Competitive Psychological Climate
*** p<.001

95% CI

4.00 (.04)*** [3.92, 4.09]
-.09 (.05)
[-.19, .02]
-.36 (.06)*** [-.48, -.25]
-.05 (.05)
[-.14, .04]
.20
20.59***

3.99 (.05)*** [3.90, 4.08]
-.08 (.05)
[-.19, .02]
-.37 (.06)*** [-.49, -.25]
-.05 (.05)
[-.14, .04]
.04 (.05)
[-.06, .13]
.00
.60

Table 37: Regression results for the moderating effect of interpersonal liking (time 1) on the
relationship between coworker nosiness (time 1) on cognitive trust (time 2) in Study 2

B (SE)
Step 1
Constant
Neuroticism (Time 1)
Coworker Nosiness (Time 1)
Interpersonal Liking (Time 1)
R2
F

95% CI

4.01 (.04)*** [3.93, 4.08]
-.03 (.05)
[-.12, .06]
-.23 (.05)*** [-.32, -.13]
.56 (.06)***
[.43, .68]
.39
53.18***

Step 2
Constant
Neuroticism (Time 1)
Coworker Nosiness (Time 1)
Interpersonal Liking (Time 1)
Coworker Nosiness (Time 1) × Interpersonal Liking (Time 1)
∆R2
∆F
Note. N=257.
*** p<.001
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4.00 (.04)*** [3.92, 4.08]
-.03 (.05)
[-.12, .06]
-.23 (.05)*** [-.33, -.13]
.58 (.07)***
[.44, .72]
-.04 (.06)
[-.15, .08]
.00
.41

Table 38: Regression results for the moderating effect of hostile attribution bias (time 1) on the
relationship between coworker nosiness (time 1) on cognitive trust (time 2) in Study 2

B (SE)
Step 1
Constant
Neuroticism (Time 1)
Coworker Nosiness (Time 1)
Hostile Attribution Bias (Time 1)
R2
F

95% CI

4.01 (.04)*** [3.92, 4.09]
-.03 (.05)
[-.14, .07]
-.34 (.05)*** [-.45, -.23]
-.18 (.05)**
[-.28, -.07]
.23
24.65***

Step 2
Constant
Neuroticism (Time 1)
Coworker Nosiness (Time 1)
Hostile Attribution Bias (Time 1)
Coworker Nosiness (Time 1)×Hostile Attribution Bias (Time 1)
∆R2
∆F
Note. N=257.
** p<.01; *** p<.001
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4.00 (.04)*** [3.92, 4.09]
-.03 (.05)
[-.14, .07]
-.34 (.06)*** [-.45, -.23]
-.18 (.05)**
[-.28, -.07]
.01 (.05)
[-.09, .11]
.00
.03

Table 39: Regression results for the moderating effect of agreeableness (time 1) on the
relationship between coworker nosiness (time 1) on cognitive trust (time 2) in Study 2

B (SE)
Step 1
Constant
Neuroticism (Time 1)
Coworker Nosiness (Time 1)
Agreeableness (Time 1)
R2
F

95% CI

4.01 (.04)*** [3.92, 4.09]
-.01 (.05)
[-.11, .09]
-.39 (.05)*** [-.49, -.29]
.27 (.06)***
[.14, .39]
.25
27.58***

Step 2
Constant
Neuroticism (Time 1)
Coworker Nosiness (Time 1)
Agreeableness (Time 1)
Coworker Nosiness (Time 1) × Agreeableness (Time 1)
∆R2
∆F
Note. N=257.
*** p<.001

118

4.01 (.04)*** [3.93, 4.09]
-.02 (.05)
[-.12, .09]
-.40 (.05)*** [-.50, -.30]
.28 (.06)***
[.15, .40]
.10 (.07)
[-.03, .23]
.01
2.21

Causal Ordering
I ran cross-lagged panel analysis using path analysis in Mplus to approximate the actual
temporal arrangement of relationships involving perceptions of coworker nosiness and trust
constructs. That is, although I hypothesized that coworker nosiness predicts feelings of trust (i.e.,
affective trust), I also asserted that it is quite possible that feelings of trust influence the degree to
which employees appraise the behaviors of their coworkers as nosy. Accordingly, coworker
nosiness, affective trust, and cognitive trust (all measured at time 1) were included as predictors
of the same three variables measured at time 2. Additionally, autoregressive terms link each
variable measured at time 1 to the same variable measured at time 2 were included in the model
in order to account for the persistence of each measured construct over time. Residual variances
were treated as random, uncorrelated with other residual variances, and each having the same
effect on their corresponding variable. See Figure 2 for a depiction of this cross-lagged panel
analysis.
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Figure 2: Graphical illustration of cross-lagged panel analysis with results
Note. Standard errors are shown in parentheses.
* p<.05; ** p<.01; ***p<.001.

Cross-lagged effects of affective trust measured at time 1 and cognitive trust measured at
time 2 (and vice versa) were included in the model only for the purposes of controlling for these
effects. Accordingly, I was interested primarily in the predictive effects of coworker nosiness on
subsequent feelings of trust as well as feelings of trust as predictors of coworker nosiness.
Starting with the hypothesized effect of coworker nosiness (time 1) predicting affective trust
(time 2), results found no support for this relationship (B=.00, SE=.04, p=.98). Similarly,
affective trust (time 1) was not found to predict coworker nosiness (time 2) after controlling for
other effects included in the model (B=-.02, SE=.07, p=.82). On the contrary, coworker nosiness
(time 1) was found to predict subsequent feelings of cognitive trust (time 2; B=-.11, SE=.04,
p<.01). However, the strongest effect was found when cognitive trust (time 1) was modeled as
the predictor of coworker nosiness (time 2; B=-.20, SE=.08, p<.05).
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To evaluate the relative strength of the time-lagged relationships between nosiness and
cognitive trust, I re-ran the same cross-lagged panel analysis with the path between coworker
nosiness (time 1) and cognitive trust (time 2) and the path between cognitive trust (time 1) and
coworker nosiness (time 2) constrained to be the same value. Afterward, I conducted a chisquare difference test using the Satorra-Bentler method (Satorra & Bentler, 2001, 2010). This
test was used to determine whether there was a statistically significant difference between the
two paths. That is, if the two paths were different from one another, forcing them to be the same
would have resulted in a significantly poorer-fitting model than a model where the two path
coefficients could be freely estimated. However, if the two paths were not different from each
other, constraining the two path coefficients to be the same value would not have resulted in a
significantly worse fitting model than a model where the two similar path coefficients could be
freely estimated. Results from the Satorra-Bentler scaled chi-square difference test was not
statistically significant (∆χ2(1)= .85, p=.36), indicating that the path from coworker nosiness
(time 1) to cognitive trust (time 2) was not significantly stronger (or weaker) than the path
between cognitive trust (time 1) and coworker nosiness (time 2). Therefore, rather than pointing
to one of these relationships as being more dominant than the other, these findings indicate that
there is a cyclical relationship between cognitive trust and coworker nosiness, such that
perceptions of trust predict future perceptions of coworker nosiness and that nosiness perceptions
will result in subsequent feelings of cognitive trust.

Cognitive Trust as Predictor
Given that the relationship between cognitive trust (time 1) and coworker nosiness (time
2) was statistically significant in the cross-lagged panel analysis, I next examined a model where
cognitive trust acts as the predictor of knowledge sharing and hiding with perceived coworker
121

nosiness serving as the mediator. I tested main, indirect, and moderating effects with cognitive
trust as the predictor variable and coworker nosiness as the mediator of relationships between
cognitive trust and both knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding. First, I tested whether
cognitive trust measured at time 1 predicted future knowledge sharing behaviors. After
controlling for the effect of neuroticism (time 1) and affective trust (time 1), results of a
hierarchical linear regression analysis found a positive relationship between cognitive trust (time
1) and knowledge sharing (time 3; B=.16, SE=.06, ∆R2=.03, p<.01). Similarly, after controlling
for the same effects, results of separate regression analysis found a negative relationship between
cognitive trust (time 1) and knowledge hiding (time 3; B=-.37, SE=.05, ∆R2=.15, p<.001). Next, I
tested whether cognitive trust predicted perceptions of coworker nosiness toward the same
coworker. As described previous, after controlling for the effect of neuroticism (time 1),
affective trust (time 1), and coworker nosiness (time 1) results of a hierarchical linear regression
analysis found a negative relationship between cognitive trust (time 1) and coworker nosiness
(time 2; B=-.20, SE=.08, ∆R2=.01, p<.05). After controlling for the effect of neuroticism (time 1),
the first of two additional hierarchical linear regression analyses found no support for a
relationship between coworker nosiness (time 2) and knowledge sharing (time 3; B=-.04,
SE=.04, ∆R2=.00, p=.35). However, a second analysis found a positive relationship between
coworker nosiness (time 2) and knowledge hiding (time 3) after controlling for the effect of
neuroticism (time 1; B=.22, SE=.04, ∆R2=.12, p<.001).
After controlling for the effects of neuroticism (time 1) and affective trust (time 1),
results found no indirect effect cognitive trust (time 1) on knowledge sharing (time 3) through
coworker nosiness. However, after controlling for the effects of neuroticism (time 1) and
affective trust (time 1), a mediation analysis using 10,000 bootstrapped samples found support
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negative relationship between cognitive trust (time 1) and knowledge hiding (time 3) through
coworker nosiness (time 2; B=-.07, SE=.03, 95% CI= [-.12, -.02], p<.05). Lastly, a series of
hierarchical linear regression analyses, each of which controlled for the effect neuroticism (time
1) and affective trust (time 1), failed to find support for a moderating effect of competitive
psychological climate (time 1; B=-.01, SE=.08, ∆R2=.00, p=.93), interpersonal liking (time 1;
B=.06, SE=.07, ∆R2=.00, p=.40), hostile attribution bias (time 1; B=-.11, SE=.09, ∆R2=.01,
p=.22), or agreeableness (time 1; B=-.04, SE=.10, ∆R2=.00, p=.66 ) on the relationship between
coworker nosiness (time 1) and cognitive trust (time 2). Since none of these interactions were
statistically significant, I did not test any conditional indirect effects of perceived coworker
nosiness on either knowledge sharing or knowledge hiding through cognitive trust. Detailed
regression results for these analyses are provided in Tables 44 through 49.
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Table 40: Regression results for relationships between cognitive trust (time 1) and knowledge sharing (time 3) and knowledge hiding
(time 3)

Cognitive Trust (Time 1) →
Knowledge Sharing (Time 3)

Step 1
Constant
Neuroticism (Time 1)
Affective Trust (Time 1)
R2
F
Step 2
Constant
Neuroticism (Time 1)
Affective Trust (Time 1)
Cognitive Trust(Time 1)
∆R2
∆F
Note. N=234.
* p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001

Cognitive Trust (Time 1) → Knowledge
Hiding (Time 3)

B (SE)

95% CI

B (SE)

95% CI

4.01 (.03)***
-.11 (.04)*
.30 (.05)***

[3.94, 4.08]
[-.19, -.02]
[.20, .39]

1.67 (.04)***
.10 (.04)*
-.20 (.05)***

[1.60, 1.74]
[.02, .18]
[-.29, -.10]

.20
28.11***

4.01 (.03)***
-.10 (.04)*
.23 (.05)***
.16 (.06)**

.11
14.23***

[3.94, 4.07]
[-.18, -.02]
[.12, .33]
[.05, .27]
.03
7.57**

1.67 (.03)***
.08 (.04)*
-.03 (.05)
-.37 (.05)***

[1.61, 1.74]
[.00, .16]
[-.13, .07]
[-.48, -.26]
.15
46.39***

Table 41: Regression results for relationships between coworker nosiness (time 2) and knowledge sharing (time 3) and knowledge
hiding (time 3)

Coworker Nosiness (Time 2) →
Knowledge Sharing (Time 3)

Step 1
Constant
Neuroticism (Time 1)
R2
F
Step 2
Constant
Neuroticism (Time 1)
Coworker Nosiness (Time 2)
∆R2
∆F
Note. N=234.
* p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001

Coworker Nosiness (Time 2) →
Knowledge Hiding (Time 3)

B (SE)

95% CI

B (SE)

95% CI

4.01 (.04)***
-.17 (.04)***

[3.94, 4.08]
[-.26, -.09]

1.67 (.04)***
.14 (.04)**

[1.60, 1.74]
[.06, .23]

.06
15.58***

4.01 (.04)***
-.17 (.04)***
-.04 (.04)

.05
11.50**

[3.94, 4.08]
[-.25, -.08]
[-.12, .04]
.00
.88

1.67 (.03)***
.11 (.04)**
.22 (.04)***
.12
33.80***
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[1.61, 1.74]
[.04, .19]
[.15, .30]

Table 42: Regression results for the moderating effect of competitive psychological climate (time 1) on the relationship between
cognitive trust (time 1) on coworker nosiness (time 2) in Study 2

Step 1
Constant
Neuroticism (Time 1)
Affective Trust (Time 1)
Cognitive Trust (Time 1)
Competitive Psychological Climate (Time 1)
R2
F

B (SE)

95% CI

2.42 (.05)***
.08 (.06)
.07 (.08)
-.50 (.09)***
.21 (.05)***

[2.32, 2.51]
[-.04, .20]
[-.08, .23]
[-.67, -.33]
[.11, .31]

.22
18.23***

Step 2
Constant
Neuroticism (Time 1)
Affective Trust (Time 1)
Coworker Nosiness (Time 1)
Competitive Psychological Climate (Time 1)
Coworker Nosiness (Time 1) × Competitive Psychological Climate (Time 1)
∆R2
∆F
Note. N=257.
*** p<.001
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2.41 (.05)***
.08 (.06)
.07 (.08)
-.50 (.09)***
.21 (.05)***
-.01 (.08)

[2.31, 2.51]
[-.04, .20]
[-.67, -.32]
[-.67, -.32]
[.11, .32]
[-.16, .15]
.00
.01

Table 43: Regression results for the moderating effect of interpersonal liking (time 1) on the relationship between cognitive trust (time
1) on coworker nosiness (time 2) in Study 2

Step 1
Constant
Neuroticism (Time 1)
Affective Trust (Time 1)
Cognitive Trust (Time 1)
Interpersonal Liking (Time 1)
R2
F

B (SE)

95% CI

2.41 (.05)***
.06 (.06)
.12 (.10)
-.51 (.10)***
-.10 (.13)

[2.31, 2.51]
[-.07, .18]
[-.08, .31]
[-.71, -.32]
[-.35, .15]

.18
13.35***

Step 2
Constant
Neuroticism (Time 1)
Affective Trust (Time 1)
Coworker Nosiness (Time 1)
Interpersonal Liking (Time 1)
Coworker Nosiness (Time 1) × Interpersonal Liking (Time 1)
∆R2
∆F
Note. N=257.
*** p<.001

2.39 (.06)***
.07 (.06)
.11 (.10)
-.50 (.10)***
-.05 (.14)
.06 (.07)

[2.28, 2.50]
[-.06, .19]
[-.09, .30]
[-.70, -.31]
[-.33, .23]
[-.08, .21]
.00
.72
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Table 44: Regression results for the moderating effect of hostile attribution bias (time 1) on the relationship between cognitive trust
(time 1) on coworker nosiness (time 2) in Study 2

Step 1
Constant
Neuroticism (Time 1)
Affective Trust (Time 1)
Cognitive Trust (Time 1)
Hostile Attribution Bias (Time 1)
R2
F

B (SE)

95% CI

2.41 (.05)***
.03 (.07)
.07 (.08)
-.51 (.09)***
.12 (.06)

[2.31, 2.51]
[-.10, .15]
[-.09, .24]
[-.69, -.33]
[-.01, .25]

.18
14.20***

Step 2
Constant
Neuroticism (Time 1)
Affective Trust (Time 1)
Coworker Nosiness (Time 1)
Hostile Attribution Bias (Time 1)
Coworker Nosiness (Time 1) × Hostile Attribution Bias (Time 1)
∆R2
∆F
Note. N=257.
*** p<.001
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2.39 (.05)***
.03 (.07)
.07 (.08)
-.49 (.09)***
.14 (.07)*
-.11 (.09)

[2.80, 2.49]
[-.10, .16]
[-.09, .23]
[-.67, -.31]
[.01, .27]
[-.28, .06]
.01
1.52

Table 45: Regression results for the moderating effect of agreeableness (time 1) on the relationship between cognitive trust (time 1) on
coworker nosiness (time 2) in Study 2

Step 1
Constant
Neuroticism (Time 1)
Affective Trust (Time 1)
Cognitive Trust (Time 1)
Agreeableness (Time 1)
R2
F

B (SE)

95% CI

2.41 (.05)***
.08 (.07)
.02 (.09)
-.55 (.09)***
.16 (.08)

[2.31, 2.51]
[-.04, .21]
[-.15, .19]
[-.73, -.38]
[-.01, .32]

.18
14.19***

Step 2
Constant
Neuroticism (Time 1)
Affective Trust (Time 1)
Coworker Nosiness (Time 1)
Agreeableness (Time 1)
Coworker Nosiness (Time 1) × Agreeableness (Time 1)
∆R2
∆F
Note. N=257.
*** p<.001

2.42 (.05)***
.08 (.07)
.02 (.09)
-.56 (.09)***
.16 (.08)
-.04 (.10)

[2.31, 2.52]
[-.05, .21]
[-.15, .20]
[-.73, -.38]
[-.01, .32]
[-.24, .15]
.01
.19
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Analyses with no Covariates
Similar to what was done for analyses following Study 1, I conducted each of the
analyses reported for Study 2 without including any covariates. Results from these analyses
largely resembled findings from analyses that included control variables. There were, however,
two differences worth noting. First, when including neuroticism and cognitive trust as covariates,
no significant relationship between affective trust (time 2) and knowledge hiding (time 3) was
found. However, when dropping these two covariates from this analysis, results indicated a
negative and statistically significant relationship between affective trust and knowledge hiding
(B=-.24, SE=.05, R2=.10, p<.001). Second, after dropping extraversion, neuroticism, negative
affect, and cognitive trust as covariates, results no longer supported an indirect relationship
between coworker nosiness (time 1) and knowledge sharing (time 3) through affective trust (time
2; B=-.02, SE=.02, 95% CI= [-.07, .02], p>.05).

Moderators as Predictors
With perceived coworker nosiness characterized as an appraisal that an employee makes
about the information-seeking behaviors of their coworkers, it is possible that competitive
psychological climate, interpersonal liking, hostile attribution bias, and agreeableness each serve
as determinants of perceived coworker nosiness rather than as moderators of the relationships
between coworker nosiness and interpersonal trust. Accordingly, I ran one linear regression
analysis where competitive psychological climate, interpersonal liking, hostile attribution bias,
and agreeableness (all measured at time 1) were simultaneously included as predictors of
coworker nosiness (time 2). Results indicated positive and statistically significant relationships
for both competitive psychological climate (B=.19, SE=.06, p<.001) and hostile attribution bias
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(B=.19, SE=.07, p<.01) as predictors of perceived coworker nosiness. Results pointed to a
negative and statistically significant relationship between interpersonal liking and perceived
coworker nosiness (B=-.35, SE=.09, p<.001). The relationship between agreeableness and
perceived coworker nosiness was trending in the positive direction; however this relationship did
not reach statistical significance (B=.16, SE=.08, p=.06).

Relationships with Factor-level Perceived Coworker Nosiness
As mentioned earlier, the measure of perceived coworker nosiness was comprised of two
distinct factors: non-performance-related nosiness and performance-related nosiness. Because
the focus of this research was on overall perceptions of coworker nosiness, perceived coworker
nosiness was operationalized by computing each participant’s average score across items of both
factors. As a supplemental analysis, I re-tested each of the primary analyses that included
perceived coworker nosiness as a predictor, dependent variable, or mediator to determine
whether the results of each analysis varied as condition of which nosiness factor was entered into
each corresponding model. The pattern of findings was largely consistent regardless of which
nosiness factor was included in the model. There were, however, two differences worth
mentioning. First, whereas it was previously reported that perceived coworker nosiness (time 1)
was negatively related to affective trust (time 2), results found that this negative relationship was
attributable the effect of performance-related nosiness on affective trust (B=-.15, SE=.05, p<.01).
Non-performance-related nosiness was not found to significantly predict affective trust (B=-.09,
SE=.06, p=.15), although the direction of the effect was also negative. Second, whereas it was
previously reported that cognitive trust (time 1) was negatively related to coworker nosiness
(time 2), results found that this negative relationship was attributable to the effect of cognitive
trust on performance-related nosiness (B=-.25, SE=.09, p<.01). Cognitive trust was not found to
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significantly predict non-performance-related nosiness (B=-.15, SE=.10, p=.13), although the
direction of the effect was also negative. Interestingly, the relationship between coworker
nosiness (time 1) as a predictor of cognitive trust (time 2) was negative and statistically
significant across both factors of perceived coworker nosiness.
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STUDY 2 DISCUSSION
There were several noteworthy findings from Study 2. In particular, perceived coworker
nosiness, whether measured at time 1 or time 2, was found to positively predict knowledge
hiding behavior at time 3. This indicates that when an employee makes nosy attributions about a
given coworker, the employee is more likely to hide knowledge or information from this
coworker than they would if no nosy attributions were made about this coworker. Additionally,
as hypothesized, there was a negative relationship between coworker nosiness measured at time
1 and affective trust measured at time 2. Moreover, affective trust was found to predict
subsequent knowledge sharing behavior (measured at time 3) and results from a mediation
analysis found support for an indirect effect of coworker nosiness on knowledge sharing through
affective trust. None of the hypothesized moderators were found to influence relationships
between coworker nosiness and feelings of affective trust. Next, I offer explanations for the
hypothesized relationships that were unsupported followed by a discussion of findings from the
supplemental and exploratory analyses.
As mentioned earlier in this paper, prior theoretical and empirical research maintains that
knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding are distinct constructs and should be treated as such
(Connelly et al., 2012). Findings from Study 2 overwhelmingly support this assertion.
Specifically, after controlling for the effects of other variables, perceived coworker nosiness was
found to predict subsequent knowledge hiding but not knowledge sharing behaviors; affective
trust was found to predict subsequent knowledge sharing but not knowledge hiding behaviors;
and cognitive trust was found to predict both knowledge sharing and hiding behaviors. The likely
explanation for these relationships lies in the conceptual definitions and operationalizations of
the knowledge sharing and hiding constructs. The Connelly et al. (2012) measure of knowledge
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sharing operationalizes knowledge sharing as behaviors wherein information targets go out of
their way to provide accurate information that fully addresses information seekers’ requests for
knowledge or information. On the contrary, Connelly et al. (2012) operationalize knowledge
hiding as the collection of behaviors wherein information targets purposefully withhold all or
some of the knowledge or information that is requested of them from information seekers. An
employee’s choice not to go out of their way to understand requests for information and share all
requested information with a coworker is different from the same employee choosing to go out
of their way to hide or withhold information that has been requested by another coworker.
Operationalized as such, knowledge sharing can be considered a form of interpersonally-targeted
organizational citizenship behavior (Organ, 1997; Organ, Podsakoff, & MacKenzie, 2006),
whereas knowledge hiding can be considered a form of interpersonally-targeted
counterproductive work behavior (Robinson & Bennett, 1995; Sackett, 2002).
Extant research on organizational citizenship behaviors points to social exchange theory
(Blau, 1964; Cropanzano, Anthony, Daniels, & Hall, 2017; Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005;
Konovsky & Pugh, 1994; Liaquat & Mehmood, 2017), particularly the norm of reciprocity, as a
primary determinant of organizational citizenship behaviors. Perceptions of coworker nosiness
do not indicate that an exchange of valuable resources from information seekers to information
targets has taken place or will take place in the future. This may explain why results did not find
a statistically significant relationship between coworker nosiness and knowledge sharing. On the
contrary, feelings of affective and cognitive trust for information seekers signify that those
requesting information care about the well-being of information targets (affective trust) and are
knowledgeable of valuable information that can be of use to information targets (cognitive trust).
As such, higher levels of either of these trust constructs signal that information seekers are
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positioned to provide valuable resources to information targets, which should motivate
information targets to reciprocate by going out of their way to provide information seekers with
requested information.
Research on counterproductive work behaviors do not point a single determinant or even
a narrow set of determinants as employees are often motivated to perform such behaviors for
reasons that may or may not have anything to do with causing harm to the target of such
behaviors (Bolton, Becker, & Barber, 2010; Fox, Spector, & Miles, 2001; Marcus & Schuler,
2004; Sackett, 2002). Nonetheless, conservation of resources theory (Halbesleben, Neveu,
Paustian-Underdahl, & Westman, 2014; Hobfoll, 1989, 2001) is one potential explanation for
why coworker nosiness and cognitive trust were found to predict knowledge hiding behaviors.
Conservation of resources theory posits that employees are motivated to maintain and expand
their stockpile of valuable resource (i.e., described broadly as practically anything that is useful
to employees in and of itself or can be used to obtain other useful things) and that employees
engage in protective behaviors when they feel that their resource stockpiles are under threat
(Hobfoll, 1989). Coworker nosiness can serve as a source of threat to employees as coworkers’
requests for information that is irrelevant to their work roles may be used to cause harm to
information targets. Similarly, requests for information from coworkers who are considered less
competent and lacking valuable knowledge of work-related matters may signal to information
targets that these coworkers are attempting to gather useful information from their more
competent colleagues for the purpose of advancing their own agendas, which may inadvertently
cause harm to information targets. When responding to information requests that signal a threat
to one’s resources, an information target is likely to engage in knowledge hiding behaviors
meant to protect whichever resources they currently have. The same rationale likely holds true
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for affective trust as well, which is consistent with the negative correlation between affective
trust (measured either at time 1 or time 2) and knowledge hiding behaviors. However, given that
the workplace is a performance context where knowledge of work-specific information is central
to one’s ability to outperform others – especially in cases where one employee is knowledgeable
of information that their colleagues do not have – information requests from coworkers for which
low levels of cognitive trust are felt signal a threat to one’s resources above and beyond the
amount of threat caused by low levels of affective trust felt toward the same coworker. For this
reason, after accounting for the threat caused by feelings of cognitive trust, affective trust fails to
account for a significant proportion of variance in subsequent knowledge hiding behavior.
In Study 2, none of the four hypothesized moderators were found to influence
relationships between coworker nosiness and either cognitive trust or affective trust regardless of
whether coworker nosiness was the outcome or predictor variable. I was able to retain a similar
number of participants in Study 2 across the first three time points as was used when conducting
statistical analyses in Study 1. Hence, a small sample size might have reduced the power to
detect relationships between variables. However, the more likely explanation for these null
relationships is the incorrectly proposed model linking perceived coworker nosiness and trust to
knowledge provision outcomes. Next, I elaborate on this notion a bit further.
The core structure of the hypothesized model maintained that perceptions of coworker
nosiness would predict feelings of affective trust toward that coworker and these feelings of trust
would proximally determine the degree to which the focal employee would share knowledge
with and hide knowledge from their coworker. Contrary to this hypothesis, results from Study 2
found that not only did cognitive trust fit better within this model than affective trust, results also
pointed to a reciprocal relationship between coworker nosiness and cognitive trust. That is,
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coworker nosiness tends to result in future feelings of cognitive trust and the reverse is also the
case. Although the effect size for the relationship with cognitive trust as the predictor of
coworker nosiness was larger than the effect size for the relationship with coworker nosiness as
the predictor of cognitive trust, the confidence intervals for both relationships overlap
considerably, suggesting that both relationships are equally plausible and, thus, likely exist
simultaneously. Accordingly, the factors that moderate relationships between cognitive trust
(predictor) and coworker nosiness (outcome) or coworker nosiness (predictor) and knowledge
sharing and/or hiding (outcomes) are likely different than the four proposed moderators. I will
elaborate on this a bit more in the forthcoming general discussion.

Strengths and Limitations
As in Study 1, there are a few noteworthy strengths of Study 2. First, the time-lagged
design provided some basis of temporal precedence between the proposed predictor, mediator,
and outcome variables. As such, in tested models, the predictor variable was measured earlier
than the outcome variable, and in models with a predictor, mediator, and outcome variable, the
predictor was measured first, the mediator measured second, and outcome measured third. In
addition to strengthening the ability to make causal conclusions from the research findings,
separating the measurement of variables reduces the potential for common method bias as
correlations between variables tends to be higher when both variables are measured on the same
questionnaire at the same point in time (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Second, measuring coworker
nosiness and trust constructs on multiple time-lagged surveys enabled me to test competing
models of the causal ordering of relationships between trust constructs and coworker nosiness. A
third strength of Study 2 was the use of a complete sample of working adults in the United States
that held a variety of positions and were employed in a broad range of industries. Using such a
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sample increases the generalizability of the research findings to the intended population of
working adults.
Study 2, however, was not without its limitations. One limitation was the use of only selfreport measures. Although the potential for common method bias was reduced by separating the
measurement of variables across several time points, the fact that a single source provided the
data for all variables means that common method variance cannot be completely ruled out as a
potential explanation for statistically significant relationships amongst variables measured in
Study 2. Another limitation concerns the measurement of the hypothesized moderating variables.
Each of the four moderators we measured on the time 1 survey. Accordingly, when testing
relationships between coworker nosiness and trust constructs the moderator variables were
measured at the same point in time as the predictor variable entered into the model. The rationale
behind this decision was that the chosen moderators were expected to remain relatively stable
across time, especially over the duration of Study 2. That is hostile attribution bias and
agreeableness are two individual differences that are likely to remain constant over relatively
long periods of time. Although, competitive psychological climate and interpersonal liking may
fluctuate over time, we did not expect these variables to vary to any considerable degree during
the data collection period for Study 2. Nonetheless, measuring the predictor and moderator on
the same survey may also have resulted in increased common method variance. It is important to
note, however, that none of the proposed moderators were found to moderate any relationships
that were tested using data collected from Study 2.
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GENERAL DISCUSSION
There are many reasons why organizations are increasingly turning to group- and teambased employment structures. However, as the prevalence of collective work structure increases,
so does the need for knowledge or information to flow freely between workers in these
collectives because much of the work that members of these groups perform is dependent on the
contribution and collaboration of others in the group. Accordingly, one group member who
chooses to hoard valuable information from others in the group can undermine the overall
group’s effort. This issue becomes exponentially more problematic as more group members
choose not to share or hide information from others in their group. With this in mind, this
dissertation sought to explore the extent to which a relatively novel construct in the
organizational sciences – perceived coworker nosiness – serves as a predictor of knowledge
sharing and knowledge hiding behaviors in the workplace. In addition, I considered the
mediating effect of interpersonal trust as an explanatory mechanism of the relationship between
perceptions of coworker nosiness and knowledge provision outcomes. Lastly, I examined the
moderating effects of competitive psychological climate, interpersonal liking, hostile attribution
bias, and agreeableness as boundary conditions of the relationship between perceived coworker
nosiness and interpersonal trust. I conducted two research studies to achieve these aims. The first
study involved a sample of undergraduate students completing an online study using
experimental vignette methodology which manipulated perceptions of coworker nosiness,
interpersonal liking, and competitive psychological climate across eight written scenarios. After
reading the experimental scenarios, participants were instructed to respond to their coworker’s
request for information by typing an email response to their coworker who requested information
from them in the scenario that they read. The second study addressed some of the limitations of
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the first study by recruiting a sample of employed adults in the United States to participate in a
multi-part, time-lagged survey study.
By and large, there are a few noteworthy takeaways of the two previously reported
research studies. First, and perhaps most importantly, despite the novelty of coworker nosiness as
a topic of research exploration, these findings indicate that not only do employees form
perceptions of nosiness about their coworkers, but these nosiness perceptions also influence the
provision of knowledge from one employee to another. As organizations continue to rely on
team and group-based employment structures to achieve performance outcomes, perceptions of
nosiness have the potential to undermine effective communication, collaboration, and cohesion
within these collectives.
Second, whereas in Study 1 an unexpected positive relationship between coworker
nosiness and affective trust emerged, the hypothesized negative relationship was found using
data collected from participants in Study 2. Previously, I provided two potential explanations for
the unexpected relationship observed in Study 1. The first pointed to problems with the coworker
nosiness manipulation, which may have affected the direction of the relationship between
coworker nosiness and affective trust among participants in Study 1. Given that the hypothesized
negative relationship was observed in Study 2 where no experimental manipulations were used,
it is likely that the unexpected positive relationship between coworker nosiness and affective
trust in Study 1 was largely attributable to issues with how coworker nosiness was manipulated
in the experimental vignettes.
Third, across both studies, cognitive trust fit the model involving perceived coworker
nosiness and knowledge provision outcomes far better than affective trust. Practically all
workplaces are performance settings wherein the ability to perform effectively is closely tied to
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critical work outcomes such as power, status, developmental opportunities, and promotion or
advancement outcomes. As such, cognitive trust is likely to be more closely related to behaviors
at work which signal one’s competence or ability to perform one’s job. Prior research has found
that information targets may perceive certain information-seeking behaviors such as requesting
help from coworkers as evidence of the help-seeker’s incompetence or an inability to perform on
their own without the assistance or support of others (Gallagher & Sias, 2009; Morrison &
Vancouver, 2000). On the contrary, affective trust concerns one’s willingness to express
vulnerability based on the belief that the other person cares about one’s own interests and wellbeing. Although not entirely unrelated to coworker nosiness, in the context of work, informationseeking behaviors are less related to feelings that others care about one’s well-being and may be
more closely tied to perceptions about how much information seekers know about job-relevant
information. The results from these two studies suggest that not only do feelings of cognitive
trust lead employees to appraise certain information-seeking behaviors as nosy behaviors, but
these perceptions of coworker nosiness will also likely result in lower feelings of cognitive trust
toward nosy coworkers in the future.

Future Directions
There are numerous ways that future research can build on the research done across these
two studies. To begin, the present research focused almost entirely on knowledge provision in a
quantitative sense – that is, the extent to which employees share or hide information from their
coworkers. However, qualitative aspects of knowledge provision are of equal importance. In
Study 1, I used trained observers to rate the affective tone or response warmth that participants
displayed in their typed email responses. This is one example of the quality of knowledge
sharing behavior that has received relatively little research attention. In addition to examining
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affective tone when examining knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding behaviors at work,
researchers should also consider the specific type of information that employees choose to share
with or hide from their coworkers. Integrating prior theoretical and empirical work conducted by
numerous researchers (Chao, O'Leary-Kelly, Wolf, Klein, & Gardner, 1994; Comer, 1991;
Miller & Jablin, 1991; Morrison, 1993; Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1992), Morrison (1995) identified
seven distinct types of work-related information, which include: (1) technical information about
how to complete assigned tasks, (2) referent information about the boundaries of one’s job role
and it’s included responsibilities, (3) appraisal information about how well one is performing
one’s job, (4) social information about others at work, (5) normative information about typical
patterns of behavioral and affective expression and ways of thinking, (6) organizational
information about the history, climate, culture of an organization, and (7) political information
about the division of power within an organization. In other words, information is not a
monolith, even in the context of work. Given this nuanced framework of information types,
future research should consider how coworker nosiness and trust relate to the provision of
specific types of information as it is likely that employees may be more likely to share certain
types of information with nosy information seekers, whereas more likely to hide other types of
information from these same information seekers.
Although it is important to know that perceived coworker nosiness matters with regard to
the transfer of knowledge or information between employees, from a practical standpoint, future
research should identify individual differences, interpersonal factors, and contextual features of
the work environment that may serve as antecedents of coworker nosiness. The present study
sought to begin this work by considering the potential moderating impact of competitive
psychological climate (contextual), interpersonal liking (interpersonal), and both hostile
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attribution bias and agreeableness (individual differences) that moderate the relationship between
perceptions of coworker nosiness and affective trust. Although no support was found for the
moderation hypotheses, an exploratory analysis conducted on data collected through Study 2
indicated that many of these constructs may fit better as predictors of coworker nosiness. That is,
competitive psychological climate and hostile attribution bias were found to positively predict
perceived coworker nosiness, whereas interpersonal liking was found to negatively predict
perceptions of coworker nosiness. While no significant relationship was found between
agreeableness and perceived coworker nosiness, this relationship was trending in the negative
direction and was approaching statistical significance. These findings indicate that individuals
who perceive that their work environments are competitive or who tend to view others as having
hostile intentions or motives underlying their behaviors will be more likely to view their
coworkers as nosy. In contrast, employees are less likely to form perceptions of coworker
nosiness for their coworkers that they like. Interestingly, these findings allude to the possibility
that highly agreeable employees are more likely to perceive that their coworkers are nosy than
less agreeable employees. Future research should use theory connect these and other constructs
as potential predictors of perceived coworker nosiness. Moreover, knowing now that a reciprocal
relationship exists between cognitive trust and perceived coworker nosiness, researchers should
use theory to identify potential moderators of relationships between cognitive trust and perceived
coworker nosiness as well as relationships between these constructs and knowledge provision
outcomes.
Future research should look beyond knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding to identify
other outcomes of coworker nosiness perceptions. Given that information seeking in general and
coworker nosiness in particular may signal one’s incompetence or inability to perform without
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the assistance of others, perceptions of coworker nosiness may predict levels of power and status,
both of which can drastically alter configurations of social networks within work units. Also,
given that employees are more likely to help those who are in a position to return the favor
(Deckop, Cirka, & Andersson, 2003), researchers might consider examining helping behaviors
(Van Dyne & LePine, 1998) as well as various forms of counterproductive behaviors such as
incivility (Cortina, Magley, Williams, & Langhout, 2001) and social undermining (Duffy et al.,
2002) as outcomes of coworker nosiness.
Research needs to examine perceived coworker nosiness at higher levels of analysis.
While it is interesting and an important starting point to understand how coworker nosiness
operates on an employee-by-employee basis, the implications become much clearer at the group
or organizational level. By surveying multiple employees within a given work unit (i.e., group,
department, organization) about general levels of perceived coworker nosiness within their unit,
researchers can approximate norms for coworker nosiness and link these norms to important
unit-level outcomes of interest to both researchers and practitioners.
Coworkers are not the only employees who appraise the behavior of others within the
workplace. In fact, when it comes to appraising employee performance, supervisors typically are
tasked with this responsibility. As such, it is worthwhile to note how employee nosiness as
appraised by one’s supervisor predicts various outcomes such as the quality of leader-member
exchanges, annual or semi-annual performance ratings, and access to developmental
opportunities. Moreover, supervisors can demonstrate nosy behaviors in practically all the same
ways as their subordinates. Hence, it is important to examine employee perceptions of supervisor
nosiness. Given the differentiation in power between leaders and subordinates that may not exist
between two coworkers at the same level within an organizational hierarchy, outcomes of
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supervisor nosiness are likely to differ from the outcomes of coworker nosiness. That is, whereas
coworkers may choose to withhold knowledge or information from their nosy coworkers, they
may respond to their nosy supervisors in different ways such as experiencing higher levels of
job-related stress, reduced organizational commitment, lower perceptions of fairness and
propriety, experienced psychological contract breach, and turnover. Therefore, not only should
researchers also examine perceptions of supervisor nosiness, they should conduct studies
measuring perceptions of both coworker and supervisor nosiness to determine which forms of
nosiness are most predictive of specific outcomes of interest.
In the discussion directly following the results of Study 2, I used the norm of reciprocity
from social exchange theory as well as perceived resource threat from conservation of resources
theory as explanations for why knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding operate as truly distinct
constructs rather than opposite ends of a single continuum. Future research should directly test
this rationale by examining whether these factors mediate the effect of certain constructs on
knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding outcomes.
Some may view nosy behavior as a form of shirking one’s job duties. That is, taking time
to frequently gather irrelevant information from others at work, such as information about
workplace gossip or drama, is time not spent fulfilling assigned tasks and responsibilities. Those
who observe their fellow employees engaging in such behavior may also perceive that these nosy
coworkers are not very good workers in general, which may, in turn, negatively impact feelings
of cognitive trust for nosy coworkers. Future research should attempt to elucidate the relationship
between perceptions of coworker nosiness and competence judgments, such as whether
observers of nosy behavior consider such forms of information-seeking behavior as a specific
type of counterproductive work behavior.

145

With perceived coworker nosiness being a subjective appraisal made about the behaviors
of a fellow employee, it is likely that the duration of time that employees have worked together
may influence the degree to which nosiness appraisals are made. That is, with time, people gain a
deeper understanding of others’ behavioral motives and intentions. As a result, two employees
who engage in the exact same information-seeking behaviors may be appraised differently by a
third employee (i.e., the observer). For instance, if the observer has worked with one coworker
for over five years, their familiarity may result in not viewing this coworker as a nosy coworker.
However, if the other employee just started working at their organization a few months ago and
the observer has had little opportunity to get to know this employee, the observer may appraise
this coworker’s information-seeking behavior as nosy behavior and form a general perception
that this coworker is a nosy coworker. Accordingly, future research should examine the extent to
which coworker tenure relates to perceptions of coworker nosiness.

Practical Implications and Conclusion
What is clear from these two research studies is that trust, particularly cognitive trust, as
well as perceived coworker nosiness act as determinants of critical knowledge provision
outcomes such as knowledge sharing and knowledge hiding. As such, supervisors and
organizations as a whole should strive to minimize perceptions of coworker nosiness and create
workspaces that foster trusting relationships between employees. A central piece of the definition
of coworker nosiness concerns the above average prevalence of information requests from an
information seeker. Hence, leaders should create work environments that encourage the seeking
and sharing of various types of knowledge and information between employees. Although not
directly examined in the present research studies, prior research finds that organizational norms
for collaboration and knowledge sharing tend to result in mostly desirable knowledge provision
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outcomes (Bock et al., 2005; Connelly & Kelloway, 2003; Connelly et al., 2012; Song, Park, &
Kang, 2015; Sveiby & Simons, 2002). In the context of collaborative work environments
wherein employees frequently and openly seek information from one another, employees are
likely to feel that their coworkers have their back and believe that most everyone is wellinformed and knowledgeable of critical work information. Not only will these feelings of trust
reduce perceptions of coworker nosiness, but the high prevalence of information seeking and
knowledge sharing behaviors will correspond to fewer coworker nosiness attributions. Together,
in such environments, knowledge will flow freely from one employee to the next.
In conclusion, employees can identify nosy behaviors carried out by their coworkers and
subsequent interactions with their coworkers are influenced by these perceptions of nosiness.
Moreover, feelings of trust, particularly trust in coworkers’ competence and work-related
abilities, predict whether subsequent perceptions of nosiness are even formed. At a minimum,
these basic findings support the need for additional attention on perceived coworker nosiness,
including the impacts of leadership and other contextual attributes on feelings of trust and
perceptions of nosiness in the workplace.
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APPENDIX A COMPLETE MEASURES
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Important: Participants will be given the following instructions: “Think of one coworker
with whom you frequently interact at work. It is not necessary that you consider this
coworker a friend.” Participants will use this coworker as the referent when responding
to items for coworker nosiness, affective trust, cognitive trust, knowledge sharing,
knowledge hiding, and interpersonal liking. In this Appendix, the word “coworker,”
when italicized and bolded, indicates that this word will be replaced with the actual
name of the coworker chosen by each participant via a piped text entry.
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Coworker Nosiness
Instructions: Using the scale provided to indicate your level of agreement with each of
the following statements.
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Neither Agree nor
Disagree

4
Agree

5
Strongly Agree

Non-performance-related Nosiness
1. My coworker asks many personal questions.
2. My coworker is too interested in what others do in their free time.
3. My coworker often seeks out information about others’ personal lives.
4. My coworker displays an unusual interest in others’ personal relationships.
5. My coworker is always up-to-date on workplace gossip.
Performance-related Nosiness
1. My coworker is overly interested in how others’ work is evaluated.
2. My coworker seems to always inquire about others’ productivity.
3. My coworker is quite curious about others’ performance.
4. My coworker asks about what others are working on too much.
5. My coworker often gets information to compare his/her performance with that of
others.
Affective Trust
Instructions: The following statements require you to consider your relationship with
coworker. Using the scale below, indicate the extent to which you agree with each of the
following statements.
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Neither Agree
nor Disagree

4

5

Agree

Strongly Agree

1. We can both freely share our ideas, feelings, and hopes.
2. I can talk freely to this individual about difficulties I am having at work and
know that (s)he will want to listen.
3. We would both feel a sense of loss if one of us was transferred and we could no
longer work together.
4. If I shared my problems with this person, I know (s)he would respond
constructively and caringly.
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5. I would have to say that we have both made considerable emotional investments
in our working relationship.

Cognitive Trust
Instructions: The following statements require you to consider your relationship with
coworker. Using the scale below, indicate the extent to which you agree with each of the
following statements.
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Neither Agree
nor Disagree

4

5

Agree

Strongly Agree

1. My coworker approaches their job with professionalism and dedication.
2. Given my coworker’s track record, I see no reason to doubt their competence
and preparation for the job.
3. I can rely on my coworker not to make my job more difficult by careless work.
Knowledge Sharing
Instructions: When it comes to providing coworker with information, I tend to…
1
Strongly
Disagree
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

2
Disagree

3
Neither Agree
nor Disagree

4

5

Agree

Strongly Agree

Look into the request to make sure my answers are accurate.
Explain everything very thoroughly.
Answer all his/her questions immediately.
Tell my coworker exactly what s/he needs to know.
Go out of my way to ensure that I understand the request before responding.

Knowledge Hiding (for Study 1)
Instructions: Please read the following statement carefully and use the scale to indicate
the extent to which you agree with the statement.
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Neither Agree
nor Disagree

4

5

Agree

Strongly Agree

1. I purposefully withheld information from Alex concerning my store’s sales in
my response to Alex’s email.
2. Even though I had all of the necessary information that Alex requested, I acted as
if I did not know how to provide Alex with the information.
3. I tried my best to evade providing the information that Alex requested from me.
4. I came up with an excuse as to why I was unable to provide Alex with the
requested information.

Knowledge Hiding (for Study 2)
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Instructions: When it comes to providing coworker with information, I tend to…
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Neither Agree
nor Disagree

4

5

Agree

Strongly Agree

1. Agree to help him/her but never really intend to.
2. Agree to help him/her but instead give him/her information different from what
s/he wants.
3. Tell him/her that I will help him/her out later but stall as much as possible.
4. Offer him/her some other information instead of what he/she really wants.
5. Pretend that I did not know the information.
6. Say that I did not know, even though I do.
7. Pretend I did not know what s/he was talking about.
8. Say that I am not very knowledgeable about the topic.
9. Explain that I would like to tell him/her, but am not supposed to.
10. Explain that the information is confidential and only available to specific people.
11. Tell him/her that my boss will not let anyone share this information.
12. Say that I will not answer his/her questions.
Competition Manipulation Check (for Study 1)
Instructions: Please read the following statement carefully and use the scale to indicate
the extent to which you agree with the statement.
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Neither Agree
nor Disagree

4

5

Agree

Strongly Agree

5. I feel that there is a competitive work environment between stores within my
region.

Competitive Psychological Climate (for Study 2)
Instructions: Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following items.
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Neither Agree
nor Disagree

4

5

Agree

Strongly Agree

1. My manager compares my performance with that of other employees.
2. The amount of recognition you get in my organization depends on how your
performance compared to that of other employees.
3. Employees in my organization are concerned with being the top performer.
4. My coworkers compare their performance with mine.

Interpersonal Liking
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Instructions: The following statements require you to consider your relationship with
coworker. Using the scale below, indicate the extent to which you agree with each of the
following statements.
1
Strongly
Disagree
1.
2.
3.
4.

2
Disagree

3
Neither Agree
nor Disagree

4

5

Agree

Strongly Agree

I get along well with this coworker.
I think this coworker would make a good friend.
I do not like this coworker at all. (R)
How much do you like this coworker?
• Item Anchors: 1 (Not at all) – 5 (Very Much)

Hostile Attribution Bias
Instructions: Please read each statement carefully and use the scale to indicate the
extent to which you agree with each statement.
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Neither Agree
nor Disagree

4

5

Agree

Strongly Agree

1. I commonly wonder what hidden reason another person may have for doing
something nice for me.
2. Most people are honest chiefly through fear of being caught.
3. I think most people would lie to get ahead.
4. I have often found people jealous of my good ideas, just because they had not
thought of them first.
5. People pretend to care more about one another than they really do.
6. A person is better off if he/she doesn't trust anyone.

Agreeableness
Instructions: You will be presented with 10 phrases describing people's behaviors. For
each behavior, indicate how accurately the statement describes you. Describe yourself as
you generally are now, not as you wish to be in the future. Describe yourself as you
honestly, in relation to other people you know of the same sex as you are, and roughly
your same age. Your responses will be completely confidential.
1
Very
Inaccurate
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

2
Inaccurate

3
Neither Accurate
nor Inaccurate

Am interested in people.
Sympathize with others' feelings.
Have a soft heart.
Take time out for others.
Feel others' emotions.
Make people feel at ease.
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4
Accurate

5
Very Accurate

7. Am not really interested in others. (R)
8. Insult people. (R)
9. Am not interested in other people's problems. (R)
10. Feel little concern for others. (R)

Quality Control/Check for Understanding (for Study 1)
1
Worse than
April

2
Better than
April

3
I do not know

1. Gross sales is the amount, in dollars, of revenue made by products sold to
customers. As such, higher gross sales is better than lower gross sales. According
to the information displayed in the sales report, how are gross sales for May
compared to gross sales for April?
2. The amount, in dollars, of merchandise that is returned to a store is subtracted
from the amount of gross sales. As such, a lower amount in merchandise returns
is better than a higher amount in merchandise returns. According to the
information displayed in the sales report, how are merchandise returns for May
compared to merchandise returns for April?
3. Shrinkage is the amount, in dollars, of product (e.g., clothing, accessories) and
cash from registers that is missing and is unaccounted for. As such, a lower
amount in shrinkage is better than a higher amount in shrinkage. According to
the information displayed in the sales report, how is shrinkage for May compared
to shrinkage for April?
4. Net sales is the amount, in dollars, of gross sales minus costs accrued due to
merchandise returns and shrinkage. As such, a higher amount in net sales is
better than a lower amount in net sales. According to information displayed in
the sales report, how are net sales for May compared to net sales for April?
1
Poor

2
Below average

3
Average

4
Above average

5
Excellent

5. Based on information displayed in the sales report, how would you rate your
store’s sales performance?

Perceived Information Relevance (for Study 2)
Instructions: Please read the following statement carefully and use the scale to indicate
the extent to which you agree with the statement.
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Neither Agree
nor Disagree

4

5

Agree

Strongly Agree

1. The information that my coworker, Alex, requested in the email was relevant for
him/her to know.
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Scenario: Condition 1 (High Liking-High Nosiness-Competitive)
You are a store manager for Cole’s Clothing Co. Alex is a store manager for a Cole’s
location within your region that you have grown to like over the course of your time
with the company. In fact, you have spent time together as friends outside of work.
As it turns out, Alex is very nosy employee. Not only does Alex like to know about the
latest gossip and drama happening in stores within your region, Alex displays a general
interest in your life outside of work by asking you questions about personal matters
concerning your health, family, and social life. While, at times, other store managers try
to gather information about how well your store is performing, Alex seems to be overly
interested in information about how well you and your store are performing.
During a conference call with all store managers within your region, the regional
manager mentions how store sales across the region are slightly lower than expected.
Among many issues, the regional manager states that high levels of merchandise returns
and shrinkage (missing inventory that is unaccounted for) are contributing to a reduction
in net sales. To increase sales, the regional manager announces a new challenge that, at
the end of each month, all employees, including management, from the single store with
the greatest percent increase in net sales from the previous month will receive a one-time
bonus on their paychecks. Following the conference call, your regional manager
periodically calls your store to check in on your sales and motivate you by comparing
your store’s progress to that of other stores in your region. A few weeks after the
conference call, you receive the following short email from your fellow store manager,
Alex:
Hey there,
Long time, no see! Since I am sure you are busy, I will keep this message as short as I can. I just
wanted to see how your store is doing concerning the store sales challenge. How are your gross
sales so far for this month compared to last month? Has your store been able to keep merchandise
returns and shrinkage low this month? I know that there is still over a week left until the end of
the month, but do you think your store is on track to do well on our regional manager’s sales
challenge? I hope to hear from you soon.
Best,
Alex

As soon as you finish reading the email, you pull up the month-to-date sales report for
your store, which is displayed below.
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Scenario: Condition 2 (High Liking-High Nosiness-Noncompetitive)
You are a store manager for Cole’s Clothing Co. Alex is a store manager for a Cole’s
location within your region that you have grown to like over the course of your time
with the company. In fact, you have spent time together as friends outside of work.
As it turns out, Alex is very nosy employee. Not only does Alex like to know about the
latest gossip and drama happening in stores within your region, Alex displays a general
interest in your life outside of work by asking you questions about personal matters
concerning your health, family, and social life. While, at times, other store managers try
to gather information about how well your store is performing, Alex seems to be overly
interested in information about how well you and your store are performing.
During a conference call with all store managers within your region, the regional
manager mentions how store sales across the region are slightly lower than expected.
Among many issues, the regional manager states that high levels of merchandise returns
and shrinkage (missing inventory that is unaccounted for) are contributing to a reduction
in net sales. To increase sales, the regional manager encourages managers to increase
their stores’ net sales by 6% over the previous month’s net sales. Following the
conference call, your regional manager periodically calls your store to check in on your
sales and motivate you by offering practical suggestions to improve sales at your store.
A few weeks after the conference call, you receive the following short email from your
fellow store manager, Alex:
Hey there,
Long time, no see! Since I am sure you are busy, I will keep this message as short as I can. I just
wanted to see how your store is doing concerning the store sales challenge. How are your gross
sales so far for this month compared to last month? Has your store been able to keep merchandise
returns and shrinkage low this month? I know that there is still over a week left until the end of
the month, but do you think your store is on track to do well on our regional manager’s sales
challenge? I hope to hear from you soon.
Best,
Alex

As soon as you finish reading the email, you pull up the month-to-date sales report for
your store, which is displayed below.
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Scenario: Condition 3 (High Liking-Low Nosiness-Competitive)
You are a store manager for Cole’s Clothing Co. Alex is a store manager for a Cole’s
location within your region that you have grown to like over the course of your time
with the company. In fact, you have spent time together as friends outside of work.
As it turns out, Alex typically does not reach out to you for information. Not only does
Alex not seem interested in knowing about the latest gossip and drama happening in
stores within your region, Alex practically never asks about personal matters concerning
your health, family, and social life beyond what comes up during natural conversation.
While, at times, other store managers try to gather information about how well your
store is performing, Alex rarely asks about your performance or the performance of your
store.
During a conference call with all store managers within your region, the regional
manager mentions how store sales across the region are slightly lower than expected.
Among many issues, the regional manager states that high levels of merchandise returns
and shrinkage (missing inventory that is unaccounted for) are contributing to a reduction
in net sales. To increase sales, the regional manager announces a new challenge that, at
the end of each month, all employees, including management, from the single store with
the greatest percent increase in net sales from the previous month will receive a one-time
bonus on their paychecks. Following the conference call, your regional manager
periodically calls your store to check in on your sales and motivate you by comparing
your store’s progress to that of other stores in your region. A few weeks after the
conference call, you receive the following short email from your fellow store manager,
Alex:
Hey there,
Long time, no see! Since I am sure you are busy, I will keep this message as short as I can. I just
wanted to see how your store is doing concerning the store sales challenge. How are your gross
sales so far for this month compared to last month? Has your store been able to keep merchandise
returns and shrinkage low this month? I know that there is still over a week left until the end of
the month, but do you think your store is on track to do well on our regional manager’s sales
challenge? I hope to hear from you soon.
Best,
Alex

As soon as you finish reading the email, you pull up the month-to-date sales report for
your store, which is displayed below.
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Scenario: Condition 4 (High Liking-Low Nosiness-Noncompetitive)
You are a store manager for Cole’s Clothing Co. Alex is a store manager for a Cole’s
location within your region that you have grown to like over the course of your time
with the company. In fact, you have spent time together as friends outside of work.
As it turns out, Alex typically does not reach out to you for information. Not only does
Alex not seem interested in knowing about the latest gossip and drama happening in
stores within your region, Alex practically never asks about personal matters concerning
your health, family, and social life beyond what comes up during natural conversation.
While, at times, other store managers try to gather information about how well your
store is performing, Alex rarely asks about your performance or the performance of your
store.
During a conference call with all store managers within your region, the regional
manager mentions how store sales across the region are slightly lower than expected.
Among many issues, the regional manager states that high levels of merchandise returns
and shrinkage (missing inventory that is unaccounted for) are contributing to a reduction
in net sales. To increase sales, the regional manager encourages managers to increase
their stores’ net sales by 6% over the previous month’s net sales. Following the
conference call, your regional manager periodically calls your store to check in on your
sales and motivate you by offering practical suggestions to improve sales at your store.
A few weeks after the conference call, you receive the following short email from your
fellow store manager, Alex:
Hey there,
Long time, no see! Since I am sure you are busy, I will keep this message as short as I can. I just
wanted to see how your store is doing concerning the store sales challenge. How are your gross
sales so far for this month compared to last month? Has your store been able to keep merchandise
returns and shrinkage low this month? I know that there is still over a week left until the end of
the month, but do you think your store is on track to do well on our regional manager’s sales
challenge? I hope to hear from you soon.
Best,
Alex

As soon as you finish reading the email, you pull up the month-to-date sales report for
your store, which is displayed below.
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Scenario: Condition 5 (Low Liking-High Nosiness-Competitive)
You are a store manager for Cole’s Clothing Co. Alex is a store manager for a Cole’s
location within your region that you have grown to dislike over the course of your time
with the company. In fact, you don’t get along very well with Alex whenever the two of
you have to interact with one another.
As it turns out, Alex is very nosy employee. Not only does Alex like to know about the
latest gossip and drama happening in stores within your region, Alex displays a general
interest in your life outside of work by asking you questions about personal matters
concerning your health, family, and social life. While, at times, other store managers try
to gather information about how well your store is performing, Alex seems to be overly
interested in information about how well you and your store are performing.
During a conference call with all store managers within your region, the regional
manager mentions how store sales across the region are slightly lower than expected.
Among many issues, the regional manager states that high levels of merchandise returns
and shrinkage (missing inventory that is unaccounted for) are contributing to a reduction
in net sales. To increase sales, the regional manager announces a new challenge that, at
the end of each month, all employees, including management, from the single store with
the greatest percent increase in net sales from the previous month will receive a one-time
bonus on their paychecks. Following the conference call, your regional manager
periodically calls your store to check in on your sales and motivate you by comparing
your store’s progress to that of other stores in your region. A few weeks after the
conference call, you receive the following short email from your fellow store manager,
Alex:
Hey there,
Long time, no see! Since I am sure you are busy, I will keep this message as short as I can. I just
wanted to see how your store is doing concerning the store sales challenge. How are your gross
sales so far for this month compared to last month? Has your store been able to keep merchandise
returns and shrinkage low this month? I know that there is still over a week left until the end of
the month, but do you think your store is on track to do well on our regional manager’s sales
challenge? I hope to hear from you soon.
Best,
Alex

As soon as you finish reading the email, you pull up the month-to-date sales report for
your store, which is displayed below.
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Scenario: Condition 6 (Low Liking-High Nosiness-Noncompetitive)
You are a store manager for Cole’s Clothing Co. Alex is a store manager for a Cole’s
location within your region that you have grown to dislike over the course of your time
with the company. In fact, you don’t get along very well with Alex whenever the two of
you have to interact with one another.
As it turns out, Alex is very nosy employee. Not only does Alex like to know about the
latest gossip and drama happening in stores within your region, Alex displays a general
interest in your life outside of work by asking you questions about personal matters
concerning your health, family, and social life. While, at times, other store managers try
to gather information about how well your store is performing, Alex seems to be overly
interested in information about how well you and your store are performing.
During a conference call with all store managers within your region, the regional
manager mentions how store sales across the region are slightly lower than expected.
Among many issues, the regional manager states that high levels of merchandise returns
and shrinkage (missing inventory that is unaccounted for) are contributing to a reduction
in net sales. To increase sales, the regional manager encourages managers to increase
their stores’ net sales by 6% over the previous month’s net sales. Following the
conference call, your regional manager periodically calls your store to check in on your
sales and motivate you by offering practical suggestions to improve sales at your store.
A few weeks after the conference call, you receive the following short email from your
fellow store manager, Alex:
Hey there,
Long time, no see! Since I am sure you are busy, I will keep this message as short as I can. I just
wanted to see how your store is doing concerning the store sales challenge. How are your gross
sales so far for this month compared to last month? Has your store been able to keep merchandise
returns and shrinkage low this month? I know that there is still over a week left until the end of
the month, but do you think your store is on track to do well on our regional manager’s sales
challenge? I hope to hear from you soon.
Best,
Alex

As soon as you finish reading the email, you pull up the month-to-date sales report for
your store, which is displayed below.
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Scenario: Condition 7 (Low Liking-Low Nosiness-Competitive)
You are a store manager for Cole’s Clothing Co. Alex is a store manager for a Cole’s
location within your region that you have grown to dislike over the course of your time
with the company. In fact, you don’t get along very well with Alex whenever the two of
you have to interact with one another.
As it turns out, Alex typically does not reach out to you for information. Not only does
Alex not seem interested in knowing about the latest gossip and drama happening in
stores within your region, Alex practically never asks about personal matters concerning
your health, family, and social life beyond what comes up during natural conversation.
While, at times, other store managers try to gather information about how well your
store is performing, Alex rarely asks about your performance or the performance of your
store.
During a conference call with all store managers within your region, the regional
manager mentions how store sales across the region are slightly lower than expected.
Among many issues, the regional manager states that high levels of merchandise returns
and shrinkage (missing inventory that is unaccounted for) are contributing to a reduction
in net sales. To increase sales, the regional manager announces a new challenge that, at
the end of each month, all employees, including management, from the single store with
the greatest percent increase in net sales from the previous month will receive a one-time
bonus on their paychecks. Following the conference call, your regional manager
periodically calls your store to check in on your sales and motivate you by comparing
your store’s progress to that of other stores in your region. A few weeks after the
conference call, you receive the following short email from your fellow store manager,
Alex:
Hey there,
Long time, no see! Since I am sure you are busy, I will keep this message as short as I can. I just
wanted to see how your store is doing concerning the store sales challenge. How are your gross
sales so far for this month compared to last month? Has your store been able to keep merchandise
returns and shrinkage low this month? I know that there is still over a week left until the end of
the month, but do you think your store is on track to do well on our regional manager’s sales
challenge? I hope to hear from you soon.
Best,
Alex

As soon as you finish reading the email, you pull up the month-to-date sales report for
your store, which is displayed below.
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Scenario: Condition 8 (Low Liking-Low Nosiness-Noncompetitive)
You are a store manager for Cole’s Clothing Co. Alex is a store manager for a Cole’s
location within your region that you have grown to dislike over the course of your time
with the company. In fact, you don’t get along very well with Alex whenever the two of
you have to interact with one another.
As it turns out, Alex typically does not reach out to you for information. Not only does
Alex not seem interested in knowing about the latest gossip and drama happening in
stores within your region, Alex practically never asks about personal matters concerning
your health, family, and social life beyond what comes up during natural conversation.
While, at times, other store managers try to gather information about how well your
store is performing, Alex rarely asks about your performance or the performance of your
store.
During a conference call with all store managers within your region, the regional
manager mentions how store sales across the region are slightly lower than expected.
Among many issues, the regional manager states that high levels of merchandise returns
and shrinkage (missing inventory that is unaccounted for) are contributing to a reduction
in net sales. To increase sales, the regional manager encourages managers to increase
their stores’ net sales by 6% over the previous month’s net sales. Following the
conference call, your regional manager periodically calls your store to check in on your
sales and motivate you by offering practical suggestions to improve sales at your store.
A few weeks after the conference call, you receive the following short email from your
fellow store manager, Alex:
Hey there,
Long time, no see! Since I am sure you are busy, I will keep this message as short as I can. I just
wanted to see how your store is doing concerning the store sales challenge. How are your gross
sales so far for this month compared to last month? Has your store been able to keep merchandise
returns and shrinkage low this month? I know that there is still over a week left until the end of
the month, but do you think your store is on track to do well on our regional manager’s sales
challenge? I hope to hear from you soon.
Best,
Alex

As soon as you finish reading the email, you pull up the month-to-date sales report for
your store, which is displayed below.

162

Store #1217 May Month-to-Date Sales Report (13:05:46 PM, 05/20/2020)

$305,067.85

Same Day Last
Month (April)
$287,819.26

+ $17,248.59

%
Change
↑ 6.0%

$10,167.75

$9,017.84

+ $1,149.91

↑ 12.8%

$1,622.33

$1,326.09

+ $296.24

↑22.3%

$293,277.77

$277,475.33

+ $15,802.44

↑ 5.7%
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$ Change

Store #1217 Shrinkage Trend
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August 26, 2019
Dear Richard Currie:
On 8/26/2019, the IRB determined the following submission to be human
subjects research that is exempt from regulation:
Type of Review:
Title:
Investigator:
IRB ID:
Funding:
Grant ID:

Initial Study, Exempt Category
Perceived Nosiness at Work
Richard Currie
STUDY00000769
None
None

This determination applies only to the activities described in the IRB submission
and does not apply should any changes be made. If changes are made, and
there are questions about whether these changes affect the exempt status of the
human research, please contact the IRB. When you have completed your
research, please submit a Study Closure request so that IRB records will be
accurate.
If you have any questions, please contact the UCF IRB at 407-823-2901 or
irb@ucf.edu. Please include your project title and IRB number in all
correspondence with this office.
Sincerely,

Kamille Chaparro
Designated Reviewer
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IRB00001138
Office of Research
12201 Research Parkway
Orlando, FL 32826-3246

EXEMPTION DETERMINATION
January 27, 2020
Dear Charlotte Holden:
On 1/27/2020, the IRB determined the following submission to be human
subjects research that is exempt from regulation:
Type of Review:
Title:
Investigator:
IRB ID:
Funding:
Grant ID:

Initial Study, Exempt Category
Workplace Information-Seeking Behaviors
Charlotte Holden
STUDY00001321
None
None

This determination applies only to the activities described in the IRB submission
and does not apply should any changes be made. If changes are made, and
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human research, please contact the IRB. When you have completed your
research, please submit a Study Closure request so that IRB records will be
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Sincerely,

Kamille Birkbeck
Designated Reviewer

Page 1 of 1
167
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Dear Richard Currie:
On 8/4/2020, the IRB determined the following submission to be human subjects
research that is exempt from regulation:
Type of Review:
Title:
Investigator:
IRB ID:
Funding:
Grant ID:
Documents Reviewed:

Initial Study
Workplace Information-Seeking Behaviors: Part 2
Richard Currie
STUDY00002018
None
None
• PNW Phase 2.2 Faculty Advisor Review-signed.pdf,
Category: Faculty Research Approval;
• PNW Phase 2.2 Exemption Request r2.docx,
Category: IRB Protocol;
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Materials;
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Category: Recruitment Materials;
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This determination applies only to the activities described in the IRB submission
and does not apply should any changes be made. If changes are made, and
there are questions about whether these changes affect the exempt status of the
human research, please submit a modification request to the IRB. Guidance on
submitting Modifications and Administrative Check-in are detailed in the
Investigator Manual (HRP-103), which can be found by navigating to the IRB
Library within the IRB system. When you have completed your research, please
submit a Study Closure request so that IRB records will be accurate.
If you have any questions, please contact the UCF IRB at 407-823-2901 or
irb@ucf.edu. Please include your project title and IRB number in all
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Due to current COVID-19 restrictions, in-person research is not permitted
to begin unless you are able to follow the COVID-19 Human Subject
Research (HSR) Standard Safety Plan with permission from your Dean of
Research or submitted your Study-Specific Safety Plan and received IRB
and EH&S approval. Be sure to monitor correspondence from the Office of
Research, as they will communicate when restrictions are lifted, and all inperson research can resume.
Sincerely,

Kamille Birkbeck
Designated Reviewer
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Initial Study
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Richard Currie
STUDY00002047
None
None
• RCD Study 1 Faculty Review Form_signed.pdf,
Category: Faculty Research Approval;
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• RCD Study 1 Explanation of Research r1.pdf,
Category: Consent Form;
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Category: IRB Protocol;
• RCD Study 1 SONA Description.docx, Category:
Recruitment Materials;
• RCD Study 1 Survey.docx, Category: Survey /
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Investigator Manual (HRP-103), which can be found by navigating to the IRB
Library within the IRB system. When you have completed your research, please
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Due to current COVID-19 restrictions, in-person research is not permitted
to begin unless you are able to follow the COVID-19 Human Subject
Research (HSR) Standard Safety Plan with permission from your Dean of
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Kamille Birkbeck
Designated Reviewer
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Type of Review:
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Funding:
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Documents Reviewed:
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Richard Currie
STUDY00002540
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• Prolific Study Faculty Review - signed.pdf, Category: Faculty Research Approval;
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Sincerely,
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